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EPA’S POLLUTION PREVENTION 
APPROACH 

The Pollution Prevention Act of 1990 estab- 
lishes pollution prevention as national policy. The 
Act sets forth a formal legislative charter for the 
Agency to establish programs to promote pollution 
prevention. In the Act, Congress “declares it to be 
the national policy of the United States that pollution 
should be prevented or reduced at the source when- 
ever feasible; pollution that cannot be prevented 
should be recycled in an environmentally safe 
manner, whenever feasible; pollution that cannot 
be prevented or recycled should be treated in an 
environmentally safe manner whenever feasible; 
and disposal or other release into the environment 
should be employed only as a fast resort and should 
be conducted in an environmentally safe manner.” 
Through this statement, the Act establishes the 
pollution prevention “hierarchy.” The Agency 
will, to the extent possible, encourage practices 
which shift activities upward within the hierarchy, 
with source reduction as the most preferred option. 

For clarity within the pollution prevention 
hierarchy, EPA has defined strict “pollution pre- 
vention” as the use of processes, products or prac- 
tices that reduce or eliminate the generation of 
pollutants and wastes, including those that protect 
natural resources through conservation or mote 
efficient utilization. Pollution prevention can be 
achieved by reducing reliance on toxic raw mate- 
rials, by changing processes through increasing 
efficiency, and by changing outputs. 

The Municipal Water Pollution Prevention 
(MWPP) program encourages municipalities to 
apply elements of the pollution prevention hierar- 
chy. Publicly owned treatment works (POTWs) 
not only discharge wastewater, but may contribute 
to the releases of various air emissions and solid 

waste streams as a result of their activities and the 
activities of their indirect dischargers. MWPP 
may also play a valuable part in addressing releases 
of various air emissions and solid waste streams. 
There are additional opportunities to achieve pol- 
lution prevention through industrial source re- 
duction under the pretreatment program. 

II. MUNICIPAL WATER POLLUTION 
PREVENTION 

The vast majority of Americans today are 
enjoying the benefits of clean water. Since passage 
of the Clean Water Act (CWA) in 1972, federal, 
State and local governments have produced real 
improvements in water quality. Consequently, 
capital investments, supported by effective en- 
forcement activities, have resulted in 90 percent of 
the nation’s major POTWs being capable of meet- 
ing permit limits. We must now maintain this 
significant and valuable investment to ensure con- 
tinued environmental health, water quality, and 
economic well-being for future generations. As 
EPA, the States, and local governments address 
new challenges in the areas of municipal growth 
and newly regulated pollutants, we must also en- 
sure a viable wastewater treatment infrastructure. 

EPA will promote municipal water pollution 
prevention by supporting and encouraging States 
to develop programs that provide for the imple- 
mentation of a variety of pollution prevention 
activities and maintain municipal wastewater 
treatment facility permit compliance. This repre- 
sents a significant shift from current practices by 
stressing a preventive approach to water pollution 
abatement rather than one of remedial action. The 
program is directed at preventing pollution from 
both influent to the POTW and through activities 
at the plant. 

Successful State MWPP programs should 
include: 
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l a mechanism for routine assessments of the 
compliance status of POTWs. Such a mecha- 
nism often includes an early warning system 
based on periodic self-audits and quantitative 
techniques for assessing the condition of mu- 
nicipal wastewater treatment systems. 

• a reporting process on the capability of POTWs 
to sustain compliance. 

• a process for identifying, implementing, and 
tracking corrective actions to prevent pollu- 
tion and maintain compliance. 

• a program that will encourage POTWs to 
develop pollution prevention projects; for ex- 
ample, loadings reduction projects and energy 
and water conservation projects for household 
dischargers might be promoted. 

The MWPP program applies primarily to 
POTWs that have the physical capability to com- 
ply with their NPDES permit requirements. While 
these facilities must continue to meet all compli- 
ance deadlines, they may also begin to consider 
pollution prevention opportunities. EPA will 
continue to take vigorous enforcement action 
against POTWs violating their NPDES permit 
limits. For facilities under the MWPP program, 
compliance with MWPP reporting requirements 
and preventive measures will be stressed. 

To implement successful MWPP programs, 
EPA will work jointly with States and municipali- 
ties to adopt pollution prevention programs that 
attain the following objectives: 

• preventing violations of wastewater permit 
Requirements and maintain high POTW com- 
pliance rates; 

• maximizing the useful lives of POTWs by 
encouraging preventive approaches such as 
improved operation and maintenance, appro- 
priate pricing, financial management and ac- 
counting practices, and reduced wastewater 
flows and loading and 

l ensuring timely planning and financing for 
future needs and economic growth prior to the 
occurrence of wastewater permit violations. 

EPA recognizes that constructing adequate 
wastewater treatment facilities is not sufficient, 
MWPP programs should consider residential and 
industrial programs designed to reduce flow and 
loadings, which, in turn, reduce energy and decrease 
demand for capacity. This approach, as well as the 
recycling and beneficial use of sludge, is already 
being undertaken in several communities across 
the nation. Early problem identification, through 
strategies based on pollution prevention, can sub- 
stantially contribute to preserving our infrastruc- 
ture and protecting our water quality in a cost 
effective manner. 

LaJuana S. Wilcher 
Assistant Administrator for Water 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Since the enactment of the 1972 Amendments 
to the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, more 
than $73 billion in federal, State, and local funds 
have been invested in the construction of munici- 
pal wastewater treatment facilities. Moreover, 
under the Environmental Protection Agency’s 
(EPA) National Municipal Policy, important strides 
have been made to improve the ability of munici- 
palities to comply with Clean Water Act permit 
requirements. As a result of the large capital 
investments and the National Municipal Policy, 
the quality of our nation’s municipal water pollu- 
tion control infrastructure has significantly im- 
proved. 

EPA’s recent Needs Survey shows that, using 
current approaches, as the population grows and 
current treatment systems deteriorate more than 
$80 billion in additional funds will be needed over 
the next 20 years to keep pace with the need for 
refurbishment and construction of additional fa- 
cilities. Billions of dollars more will be necessary 
for newly emerging needs associated with sludge 
handling. stormwater. combined sewer overflows, 
toxics, and groundwater protection. 

EPA believes that the most effective and equi- 
table means of assuring viability of this infrastruc- 
ture is through environmentally preferred pollu- 
tion prevention approaches especially through ap- 
plication of Municipal Water Pollution Prevention 
(MWPP). These approaches may enhance worker 
safety, improve the usability of sludge, increase 
the ability for local community expansion, and 
reduce operation and compliance costs. 

Pollution prevention can reduce the need for 
substantial capital investment in new infrastructure 
by emphasizing source reduction at the facility, 
not increases in the size and complexity of the 
treatment works. 

In the context of the significant investment 
which has been made in the municipal wastewater 

treatment infrastructure over the last 20 years and 
the planned termination of federal financial assis- 
tance after 1994, there is a strong concern and 
interest that: 

• the quality of the infrastructure be maintained; 

• facilities not be allowed to deteriorate; 

• municipal compliance rates remain high; and 

• degradation of water quality be reduced or 
eliminated. 

To address these concerns, EPA has em- 
barked on a cooperative effort in partnership with 
the States to promote State-based MWPP pro- 
grams. States will have the flexibility to determine 
whether to implement such a program and how to 
design their programs. 

As the federal government’s role in funding 
for construction grants ends, there is both a need 
for and an opportunity to develop new strategies 
which enhance and complement significant gains 
made by this investment in our wastewater treat- 
ment infrastructure. The primary goal is the 
adoption of pollution prevention measures to meet 
the expanding demands and extend the life of 
existing facilities. 

State-based municipal pollution prevention 
programs focus attention on a series of actions to 
prevent pollution in advance rather than taking 
more expensive corrective actions. MWPP en- 
courages resource conservation to reduce water 
and energy use, appropriate pricing, toxicity re- 
ductions at the source, BOD reductions, recy- 
cling, proper treatment of wastes, and beneficial 
uses of sludge. Toward this end, States should be 
concerned with: 

• assessing the operations and physical capa- 
bilities of municipal wastewater facilities on 
a regular basis to determine their capability to 
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meet treatment requirements both currently 
and into the future. 

• monitoring a series of early warning indicators 
which identify emerging problems before they 
occur. 

• receiving reports on the performance of mu- 
nicipal pollution prevention programs on a 
regular basis so that necessary adjustments 
can be made. 

• encouraging municipalities to take action long 
before problems occur by holding municipali- 
ties accountable for the implementation of 
necessary preventive measures. 

• designing mechanisms and enforceable tools 
at the State level so that such programs are 
adopted throughout the State. 

• providing necessary technical assistance by 
the State and EPA to help get these programs 
established and to help municipalities assess 
the condition of their facilities and undertake 
preventive actions on a regular and recurring 
basis. 

State Governments 

BENEFITS OF MWPP PROGRAMS 

MWPP is an improved approach to managing 
and regulating municipal sewage treatment facili- 
ties. An aggressive, anticipatory approach has 
potential benefits for everyone with a responsibil- 
ity for such facilities. 

Local Communities 

For the operator of a treatment plant, a periodic 
assessment of the status of the plant against explicit 
criteria yields important information which helps 
the operator look for new opportunities to encour- 
age pollution prevention, to diagnose emerging 
problems and to design actions to deal with them. 
A requirement for the responsible local officials to 
review and approve a systematic report provides 

an opportunity for the operator to brief the officials 
on the status of the facility and to bring 
recommended corrective actions to their atten- 
tion. 

The local decision-maker benefits from a 
greater understanding of the publicly owned 
treatment work (POTW) and its role serving the 
community. Early warning about future needs 
allows the local official to plan ahead to avoid 
such expenditures or to plan for and rank capital 
needs. Periodic information also enables local 
decision-makers to factor prevention and/or in- 
frastructure investment considerations into any 
economic and population growth plans or devel- 
opmental strategies the community may have. 
Finally, sound operation of the facility contributes 
to the quality of life in the community through 
improvements in health, aesthetics and recre- 
ational opportunities. 

MWPP will assist States in meeting their 
water quality objectives and prove to be a powerful 
tool for maintaining high compliance rates. To 
the extent that the useful life of facilities can be 
extended through prevention, flow reduction, and 
sound maintenance or more efficient use of existing 
capacity, future capital needs to finance the re- 
placement of current plants may be reduced or 
deferred. 

Federal Government 

Many of the benefits listed above are benefits 
to the federal government as well since it shares 
the same objectives. This is especially true in 
States where EPA is responsible for administer- 
ing the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) program. 

MWPP will contribute to the protection of the 
federal investment in municipal sewage treatment 
facilities. It also serves a major Agency priority, 
pollution prevention, in two important ways. First, 
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preventive actions may often include appropriate 
water pricing, upstream water conservation, tox- 
icity and BOD reduction, or infiltration/inflow 
control measures that could reduce or defer facil- 
ity needs. Second, contaminants are prevented 
from being discharged to receiving waters. Since 
planning and constructing facilities often takes 
years, a preventive approach avoids years of dis- 
charges above environmentally desirable levels 
while the necessary improvements are put in place. 

EPA/STATE MEETINGS/WORKSHOPS 

In FY 1989, EPA conducted two meetings 
with State and Regional representatives to discuss 
MWPP program development. At these meetings, 
EPA and the State representatives concluded that: 

• MWPP programs should contain some type of 
early warning system and a rating system to 
identify POTWs with potential problems. 

• MWPP programs should cover all effluent 
limits and consider the entire sewer system, 
not just the treatment works. 

• Municipalities should plan for future finan- 
cial conditions, 

EPA decided as a result of these meetings to 
conduct joint workshops with the States. In an 
attempt to include all the Regions and States in the 
decision-making process, EPA held four Regional/ 
State workshops on the MWPP program between 
November 1989 and January 1990 in Kansas City, 
Missouri: Windsor Locks, Connecticut; Charlotte, 
North Carolina; and Denver, Colorado. The key 
findings and a detailed summary of the workshops 
are contained in Appendix A. 

HISTORY OF THE MWPP CONCEPT 

The concept of developing programs to main- 
tain POTW compliance was first identified at the 
State level. As illustrated in the descriptions of a 
few of the existing or piloted programs , MWPP 

approaches are varied (see Appendix B for de- 
tailed descriptions of the Wisconsin, New Mexico 
and Texas programs). Programs need to be flex- 
ible so they can be tailored to the specific needs of 
the State and municipalities. A sound MWPP 
program that achieves desired effects need not 
necessarily encompass all aspects recommended 
in this guidance. 

The Wisconsin MWPP program was devel- 
oped over a five year period with direct involve- 
ment of those most affected by the program in- 
cluding municipal government officials and POTW 
operators. This resulted in a comprehensive, widely 
supported program with an early warning system 
to identify potential problems prior to noncom- 
pliance. In addition, the Wisconsin program’s 
planning aspects have in some cases extended to 
targeting recruitment of specific industries to 
maximize use and capabilities of local POTWs. 

Concurrently, other pollution prevention ac- 
tivities were beginning at EPA. EPA encouraged 
a new emphasis on pollution prevention. EPA 
began to study ongoing pollution prevention ef- 
forts by States, local governments and industries. 
The Agency observed that some cities, like 
Hayward and San Leandro in California, focused 
on working with existing industries to promote 
source reduction, Seven POTWs in North Caro- 
lina provide on-site pollution prevention technical 
assistance to industrial dischargers to the POTWs. 
In Suffolk County, New York the POTW requires 
businesses to identify pollution prevention tech- 
niques that could be employed when applying for 
a wastewater discharge permit. In some of these 
cases, waste streams were altered or eliminated 
resulting in decreased monitoring and reporting 
costs. 

II. PROGRAM COMPONENTS AND 
OPTIONS 

Effective and successful State-based munici- 
pal pollution prevention programs include several 
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components. This section explains these compo- 
nents and provides options and procedural factors 
for States to consider in developing their MWPP 
programs. 

EARLY WARNING SYSTEMS 

A common factor leading to noncompliance 
is the failure of a community to adequately plan to 
meet existing and future needs, either through 
prevention-based programs or through timely con- 
struction of new or expanded facilities. 

A major component of any MWPP program 
should be the assessment on a regular basis of the 
operational and physical capabilities, and finan- 
cial status of the wastewater treatment infrastruc- 
ture. Systems may be developed which require 
municipalities to report performance against a 
series of indicators and parameters which can 
identify pollution prevention opportunities and 
provide early warning of potential future pollution 
or compliance problems. An early warning system 
will enable States and municipalities to identify 
problems early and allow municipalities to take 
appropriate corrective action before violations oc- 
cur. 

The precise form of an early warning system 
can vary from State to State depending upon the 
availability of resources and each State’s program 
implementation philosophy. There are a number 
of potential early warning criteria from which a 
State might select indicators. The following is a 
list of indicators that should be considered in the 
development of the MWPP early warning system. 
However, this List is not exhaustive, EPA urges 
States to consider including multiple indicators to 
identify problems. 

• Influent actual flow versus influent design 
flow: detects potential for future hydraulic 
overloading of the system; overloading is usu- 
ally caused by excessive stormwater runoff or 
extensive growth 

• Actual BOD, loading versus BOD, design 
loading: detects potential for future organic 
overloading of the system; overloading is usu- 
ally caused by municipal and industrial growth, 

• Potential for community and industrial growth: 
anticipates future residential and industrial 
pretreatment problems with hydraulic, toxic 
and organic loading. 

• Number of overflows and bypasses of the 
system: anticipates problems with surface 
water quality due to untreated wastewater by- 
passing the system; usually caused by heavy 
rainfall or snowmelt or equipment failure. 

• Operator training and certification practices: 
anticipates potential operation problems due 
to improperly trained personnel. 

• Sludge storage and disposal capacity: antici- 
pates future capacity shortages of sludge stor- 
age and disposal, 

• Facility age: anticipates future maintenance 
problems due to an aging facility. 

• Effluent quality versus permit limits: analyzes 
past violations of effluent limits and indicates 
the existence of treatment efficiency and op- 
eration problems. 

• New requirements: anticipates the impact of 
changed standards or permit modifications for 
toxic discharges, sludge and combined sewer 
overflows. 

• Financial status of the facility: anticipates the 
facility’s fiscal ability, both now and in the 
future, to maintain, make improvements or 
expand the wastewater treatment system, in- 
cluding are view of the adequacy of the facility’s 
user charge, water pricing policies and cost 
accounting systems. 
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A State might elect to monitor any number of 
these or other indicators, depending upon the fea- 
sible and desired level of detail. Generally, the 
greater the number of indicators selected formoni- 
toring the more likely that the early warning sys- 
tem will detect a potential problem. 

For some States, selecting a large number of 
indicators may not be feasible because of the size 
of the State and number of POTWs. In such cases, 
the States may choose to evaluate POTWs based 
on a few indicators or criteria. For example, If a 
treatment facility consistently operates very near 
its design capacity, it is likely that the system will 
be both hydraulically and organically overloaded 
and that the facility’s treatment efficiency and 
effluent quality will be negatively affected. 
Therefore, comparison of the actual flow through 
a treatment system versus the design flow or per- 
mitted flow of the system is an appropriate indica- 
tor, although not necessarily the only appropriate 
indicator, of the overall potential for future com- 
pliance problems. 

In addition to selectingasetofindicators,each 
State should determine how it will evaluate the 
information generated by the indicators. The 
evaluation procedure may consist of a point sys- 
tem that produces a score for each facility based 
upon the selected indicators. Alternatively, a State 
might establish thresholds for an indicator and 
evaluate the facility based upon whether or not it 
exceeds the thresholds. 

For whichever system it uses the State should 
define “trigger points” that require some action by 
the State.municipality, and facility. The Statemay 
have a system of escalating responses as a facility 
reaches increasing point totals or surpasses thresh- 
old levels. Finally, the point system or threshold 
levels might be used as an initial screening device 
and address the problems at potentially tmuble- 
some facilities on a case by cake basis. 

Three possible options for structuring an early 
wamingsystemarepresentedbelow. Thefirsttwo 

OptiOnS involve using a point system to evaluate a 
set of early warning indicators; the third option 
involves using a threshold criterion to cvaluatc a 
single indic@or. . . 

Qntion 1: Set of Indicators/Point Svstem[ 
@calruing Resnonse 

An effective method of evaluating a set of 
early warning indicators is to assign a point scale 
to each indicator and to add the points for each 
indicator at a facility to obtain a total score for the 
facility. The number of possible points assigned to 
aparticularindicatorwould depend upon the State’s 
assessment of that indicator’s importance. 

A State may also decide to establish a system 
of possible responses to the early warning indica- 
torscores. Thelevcl ofState action should increase 
as a facility’s indicatorpoint total increases. State 
responses should range from “no action” for low 
point totals to”formal enforcement” for high point 
totals. State technical assistance and requirements 
for planning and implementing facility improve- 
ments and capacity expansion would be triggered 
with median range point totals. 

The State of Wisconsin has adopted the above 
approach to evaluating indicators and determining 
the appropriate level of State response. Wisconsin 
has three levels of response for three different 
point ranges. Any necessary corrective action by 
the facility owner is voluntary at the lowest point 
range. The State recommends operational and 
needs reviews for facilities with middle range 
scores and requires reviews and action plans for 
high scoring facilities. 

. et of Indicators/Point Svsteml . . -1 Review 

Some States may choose to use a point system 
with the early warning indicators as an initial 
screening tool for identifying facilities with po- 
~ential problems. A review board then identifies 
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those facilities in need of individual assistance and 
determines the proper course of State action. 

The State ofNew Mexico took this approach in 
evaluating data generated from its early warning 
system. The State was able to take this highly 
individualized approachdue to the relatively small 
number of facilities evaluated. 

Few Cr&ja/Thn&&l Excew 
RespQllSe 

States with a large universe of treatment facili- 
ties might choose to base their early warning 
systems on a few criteria such as effluent flow 
versus design flow, facility age and new require- 
ments(seeChapterII,page4). Forexample,aState 
choosing this structure establishes increasing 
threshold values for effluent flow based upon 
specified percentages of the system’s design flow. 
If a treatment facility exceeds the initial threshold, 
the State might respond with a recommendation 
that the facility examine prevention-based strate- 
gies, define its future capacity needs, and assess 
cost effective options. At the median threshold 
level, the State might require that the facility ini- 
tiate planning for appropriate waterpricing, water 
conservation,toxicitymductionatthesource, BOD 
reduction, or other prevention-based measures. 
Should such approaches be inadequate, plans could 
then be made for facility expansion and impmve- 
ment. Whenthefacility reachesthehighest thresh- 
old, the States might require that the facility begin 
implementing its plan. 

The State ofTexas has adopted an early warn- 
ing system based on an escalating response. When 
flow measurements at atreatment facility reach75 
percent of its permitted flow for three consecutive 
months,Texasrespondswithalettertothepermittee 
requiring initiation of engineering and financial 
planning for necessary facility expansion and im- 
provement. At 90 percent of the permitted flow, 
the pen&tee is ttqired to obtain the necessary 
authorization from the Texas Water Commission 
to begin construction. 

REPORTING MECHANISMS 

The value of an early warning system is en- 
hanced if the results are formally and routinely 
reported to the local governmenta decision-mak- 
ers and the State so that proper planning and 
corrective actions occur. The choice of a reporting 
mechanism will depend upon the type of early 
warning system and evaluation approach taken. 
For example, early warning information may be 
formally submitted in a report, taken from existing 
data reports, or collected directly by the State. 
These three options for reporting mechanisms arc 
discussed below. 

- . Self-Audit Reporting Form 

A State that has developed a set of indicators 
covering several aspects of treatment facilily op- 
erations might develop a special nponing form for 
recording indicator measurements and scoring the 
facility on the basis of these measurements. This 
type of form may require self-rcponing by the 
facility operators. The form should be reviewed by 
the facility owneror the municipality before being 
submitted to the State. 

The State of Wisconsin uses a reporting form 
for its early warning system. Facility operators 
qmt information relevant to the early warning 
indicators and use this information to score their 
facibties. They also subjectively answer self- 
evaluative information about the operations and 
financialstatusoftheirfacilities. Aftertheopemtor 
completes the form, the facility owner reviews it 
and, based upon the scores, lists the steps it will 
take to maintain compliance at the facility. 

The local officials must file a certification with 
the report that acknowledges the findings and 
specifies, if appropriate, cost effective corrective 
actions. This process forces the responsible offi- 
cials to become aware of the status of the facility 
and to commit to the necessary corrective actions. 
The benefit of this approach is that local decision- 

Page 6 



MWPP GUIDANCE 

makers must participate in determining what ac- 
tion needs to be taken as opposed to being told by 
the State. 

Self-audit reporting forms are most suitable 
for State programs that choose a comprehensive 
set of indicators, when the desired information is 
routinely available to the State. Financial status, 
for example, is not now typically reported to the 
State. At the same time, such reports imply some 
additional work for State staff since the reports 
have to be reviewed and evaluated. 

potion 2: Existine Data 

States evaluating a few indicators, including 
effluent flow rate, may be able to use existing data 
to monitor facilities. For example, facilities are 
required to submit discharge monitoring reports 
(DMRs) in which they report their effluent flow 
rates. States could collect the information from 
DMRs pertinent to the early warning evaluation 
and make comparisons. The State of Texas uses 
DMRs to collect monthly flow rate information for 
facilities in that State. 

Reliance on existing data has some advan- 
tages: (1) it creates no new reporting burdens for 
the operator, (2) the reports can be automated, 
thereby reducing State workload; and (3) the 
“trigger points” can be built into the automated 
system, thereby simplifying the evaluation pro- 
cess. A program relying on a single indicator is, 
however, less comprehensive since no single in- 
dicator is a good surmgate for all the potential 
problems. 

State inspections might be an apptnpriate 
technique for information collection in some States. 
Inspections are particulariy beneficial if they are 
designed as comprehensive assessments of treat- 
ment facility operations and used to supplement 
existing State data on treatment facilities. Inspec- 
tions allow the State to have a great deal of control 

over the quality of information used to cvaluafe n 
facihty, but they also require more resources. Lim- 
ited time, money, and manpower may prevent 
States from glying upon State inspections as the 
sole approach to collecting the necessary informa- 
tion for early warning evaluation of lfeatment 
facilities. 

CORRECTIVE ACTIONS AND PROGRAM 
MANAGEMENT 

Corrective Actions 

An effective State-based MWPP program es- 
tablishes a set of processes to ensure that, once an 
emerging problem is identified, appropriate cost 
effective corrective actions are selected and carried 
out in a timely fashion. The facility operator and/ 
or the entity responsible for it should bear an 
enforceable obligation to identify and take cor- 
rective action. There are several steps in the 
corrective action process. First, since the early 
warning system is a screening device, the facility 
should undertake a more comprehensive analysis 
of the potential problem. A formal analytical step 
is less important in cases where a comprehensive 
self-audit is required as the early warning system. 
Second, since there are several possible solutions 
to most problems, there should be an option se- 
lection step where a course of action is chosen 
based on pollution prevention potential and cost 
effectiveness of alternatives. This program en- 
courages such decisions to be based on the pollu- 
tion prevention hierarchy. For example, where 
municipalities are approaching capacity limits, 
they may set specific goals to reduce flow, loadings 
and toxic discharges through source reduction and 
closed loop recycling activities, eliminating the 
need for facility expansion. Finally, the action 
plan should be implemented on a timely basis. 

A significant element is the State’s role in 
corrective actions. At a minimum, States should 
provide for a review and/or approval of proposed 
corrective actions and track the adequacy of imple- 
mentation. Additionally, States should have the 
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abi.. y to enforce MWPP requirements through 
Staz laws, regulations, permit conditions, etc. 
The response to failure to report or to take correc- 
tive action depends on the State MWPP imple- 
mentation philosophy and may involve such steps 
as publicity on recalcitrant facilities, letters re- 
quiring information or the preparation and sub- 
missionof facility plans, sewermoratoria. admin- 
istrative orders requiring action, court actions, 
cash penalties. 

States should consider including MWPP in 
their overall Enforcement Management System 
with definitions of appropriate enforcement ac- 
tions for various violations and escalation of 
enforcement responses in the face of continued 
non-compliance. For example, delays in submit- 
ting the annual report could be handled with a 
warning letter. A sewer connection ban may be 
an appropriate response in the case of a facility 
with capacity problems that has not adopted a 
corrective action plan, Administrative orders 
may be an appropriate response if major imple- 
mentation milestones are not met. Obviously, 
when untimely corrective action results in viola- 
tion of effluent standards, the State may seek 
penalties. States have already adopted enforce- 
ment strategies for NPDES programs, and should 
consider extending those strategies to cover 
MWPP. 

States should consider the role of technical 
assistance to facilities needing corrective action. 
New Mexico tested a program that was voluntary 
for treatment facilities and retied entirely on in- 
centives in the form of State assistance to per- 
suade communities to participate. EPA,the States 
and the private sector offer a host of technical 
assistance programs to provide support to munici- 
palities. These programs include operation and 
maintenance, operator certification and training, 
small community technology/financing, user 
charge analysis, municipal technology transfer, 
etc. In many States these programs have been 
managed independently of one another. A well 
executed State h4WPP program would integrate 

these various programs to suppon common State 
pollution prevention objectives. An integrated 
review of these programs can aid in preventing 
pollution and noncompliance and help minimize 
the need for more costly enforcement to assure 
compliance. 

Assistance to POTWs may also encompass 
financial planning assistance and economic incen- 
tives. For example, an innovative feature of one 
existing State MWPP program is interest rate rc- 
ductions on State Revolving Fund (SRP) loans to 
POTWs with good compliance records. This 
contrasts with providing funds to municipalities 
with poor compliance histories based solely on 
needs. These innovative incentives encourage 
POTWstomaintaincomplianceandcreaterewards 
for exemplary conduct. 

ent Tracking 

An MWPP program should incorporate an 
information and status tracking system for facili- 
ties included in the scope of the program. Since the 
implementation of some corrective actions may 
take years, the system should have the ability to 
track status for lengthy periods. Possible mile- 
stones for tracking are: 

. Performance against early warning system 
indicators 

l Timely receipt of reports 

l Timely review of reports 

9 Dispatch of notification to facility 

. Review/approval of corrective action 

l Status of corrective action 

. Completion of corrective action 

States that choose to develop a set of indicators 
and a self-auditing form for facilities may wish to 
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establish a computerized data base for storing and 
analyzing the incoming data from facilities. A 
computerized tracking system can be especially 
useful for large States or States that choose to 
monitor several indicators. Computerized track- 
‘ing would also be useful when a data base contain- 
ing the relevant information element already ex- 
ists, such as DMR data. If early warning information 
is tracked by computer, a computer program could 
be easily created to automatically alert the State. 

States that have a small universe of facilities 
subject to the MWPP program and desire a more 
individualized approach to addressing potential 
compliance problems may choose to manually 
track information. In New Mexico, a review 
board, after an initial screening of potentially 
troublesome facilities, recommends action on a 
case by case basis. There is no formal automated 
tracking system. This approach is less resource 
intensive and may be appropriate for States with 
fewer communities and a limited number of indi- 
cators. 

In any case, most States already have some 
type of automated information system for munici- 
pal facilities. When automated MWPP tracking 
systems are desired, existing systems should be 
evaluated to see if they can be adapted for MWPP 
purposes. 

Another aspect of tracking involves the dis- 
semination of the information to the appropriate 
State or external organizations that can effectively 
utilize the data generated. Within the State agency, 
units that deal with compliance, outreach, operator 
training, user charge reviews, etc. should be pm- 
vided access to the data. 

An integral component of any program is a 
mechanism to evaluate whether the program is 
achieving its stated objectives. States ate urged to 
build the evaluation mechanism into their pm- 
grams. 

Quantifiable measures of progress are prcfer- 
able, although evaluations can be qualitalive as 
well. Some possible measures for the MWFP 
program are’ 

l Trends in compliance rates 

l Number of facilities identifying potential 
problems 

l Per cent of facilities completing corrective 
actions on schedule 

l Compliance with MWPP requirements 

l Appropriate environmental indicators 

Otherpossible measures may be activhp indi- 
cators, such as the number of facilities assisted by 
the State. Whatever measures are chosen, it is ;1 
good practice to establish a base line from which 
progress can be measured. 

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 

There are other issues a State should consider 
in developing its municipal pollution prevention 
pmgram: 

States will need to decide whether all or only 
some municipal facilities should be included in 
State MWPP programs. One potential reason for 
limiting participation is that large States with nu- 
merous facilities may face resource constraints in 
trying to apply the program to all their facilities. 
Forexample, the program could be oriented towards 
majorfacilitiesontheassumptionthatmalfunctions 
at major facilities carry a greater risk to human 
health and the environment. Conversely, small 
commtmltles cotrId be targeted on the assumption 
that these facilities have a greater need for evalu- 
ation or assistance than the majors. 
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The States of Wisconsin, Texas and New 
Mexico have chosen to address all wastewater 
treatment facilities under their respective programs. 

Obtaining Support 

As they develop their programs, States should 
consider the need to build support for the program. 
For example, the State of Wisconsin invested 
several years in the development of its program. 
During this period. Wisconsin held 22 workshops 
for elected officials, facility operators, public works 
personnel and representatives of environmental 
groups. It also established a 19-member advisory 
committee which participated actively in shaping 
the program. Wisconsin attributes the success of 
its program to its careful developmental process. 
At the other extreme, Texas, which tracks one 
indicator through existing reporting mechanisms, 
chose not to go through a similar process. 

Some of the factors that may influence the 
Slates' investment in consultation and generating 
support include the complexity of the program, the 
new burdens being placed on treatment facilities, 
the extent of departures from existing procedures, 
and the degree to which new requirements are 
applied as part of the MWPP program. 

III. FUNDING FOR MWPP 
PROGRAMS 

This section discusses various funding sources 
for State development of MWPP programs. In 
particular, it focuses on existing and potential 
federal funding sources available to States. 

EXISTING FEDERAL FUNDING 
SOURCES 

The existing Clean Water Act (CWA) authori- 
ties offer opportunities for States to develop MWPP 
programs. Several existing EPA funding sources 
have been identified to assist States in MWPP 
developmental efforts. These authorities are dis- 

cussed briefly below, and fiscal year 1991 funding 
levels are also provided. States and Regional 
Offices will need to negotiate use of these funds 
during the workplan development process. 

Section 104(g) funds: Provide onsite assis- 
tance to help small facilities with compliance 
problems. Onsite assistance can include MWPP 
activities intended to promote long-term compli- 
ance, such as assistance with long-range capital 
planning, reviews of user-charge systems, devel- 
opment of self-auditing systems, and utility man- 
agement training. Section 104(g) funds are gener- 
ally used to support ongoing operational activities. 
FY 1991 funding level: $2,050.0 K 

Section 106 funds: Supplement State re- 
sources for water pollution control programs. 
Funding can include MWPP activities involving 
permit issuance, enforcement, water quality moni- 
toring, water quality planning and standards, 
wasteload allocations, ground-water programs, 
pretreatment, oil and hazardous materials spill 
response, and general program management. Sec- 
tion 106 funds can be used to support MWPP 
program development activities or ongoing opera- 
tional activities, including those associated with 
MWPP. FY 1991 funding level: $81,700.0 K 

Section 205(g) funds: Cover costs of manag- 
ing delegated responsibilities under sections 201, 
203, 204, and 212 of the CWA, i.e.., he wastewater 
construction grants program. In addition, 205(g) 
provides authority to States to cover costs associ- 
ated with administering an approved program un- 
der section 402 (i.e., implementation of MWPP 
through the NPDES permit program), or a State- 
wide waste treatment management planning pro- 
gram under section 208(b)(4). Section 205(g) 
funds may be used to support ongoing operational 
activities only, including those associated with 
MWPP. 

Funding under section 205(g) has been autho- 
rized through any fiscal year ending before Octo- 
ber 1, 1994; Congress has not appropriated new 
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money for these purposes in FY 1991. Some 
States have funds available from previous years 
under section 205(g). 

Sections 205(j) and 604(b) funds: Support 
MWPP management activities in water quality 
management planning. This set of activities could 
include MWPP tasks associated with determining 
and reporting the nature, extent, and causes of 
water quality problems in various areas of the 
State and interstate region. Sections 205(j) and 
604(b) funds may not be used for program imple- 
mentation activities. FY 1991 604(b) funding 
level: approximately $20.4 M 

POTENTIAL FEDERAL FUNDING 
SOURCES 

The following new sources of federal funding 
can be used to support the MWPP program. 

Section 104(b)(3) funds: Support grants or 
cooperative agreements to finance the develop- 
ment of a wide range of programs relating to the 
causes, effects, extent, prevention, reduction, and 
elimination of pollution These developmental 
activities apply directly to MWPP programs. Funds 
can be used to conduct special activities, demon- 
strations, training and studies in such areas as 
permitting and enforcement, sludge management, 
water quality standards, and water quality moni- 
toring. Section 104(b)(3) funds cannot be used to 
support ongoing operational activities. A portion 
($500.0 K) of the FY 1991 funding has been 
reserved specifically for MWPP pilot grants (as 
described below). FY 1991 funding level: 
$16,500.0 K 

MWPP National Pilot Program Grants: The 
Office of Water, in cooperation with the Office of 
Pollution Prevention (OPP), plans to enter into 
cooperative agreements with selected States dur- 
ing FY 1991 to provide funding for MWPP pilot 
programs. Awards will be made to States. Certain 
matching fund requirements may apply. EPA is 

preparing separate guidance for the Regions on 
MWPP pilot grants which will discuss award crite- 
ria, the grants process and matching funds. FY 
1991 funding levels: $500.0 K from OPP for 
source reduction projects; $500.0 K from OW 
(reserved from section 104(b)(3) monies) for 
MWPP program development and start-up 

ALTERNATIVE FUNDING MECHANISMS 

In addition to the grant funds discussed above, 
States may also want to consider other funding 
sources for development and implementation of 
their MWPP activities. As part of the State Fund- 
ing Study, the Agency has been working with the 
States over the last several years to identify other 
techniques which States might be able to use to 
raise funds to manage State programs. Some of 
these options collectively have been termed “alter- 
native funding mechanisms” (AFMs). 

AFMs may include a variety of approaches, 
but can generally be grouped into four categories: 
(1) fees, (2) taxes, (3) fines and penalties, and (4) 
other. EPA publications which provide a good 
overview of the current and potential applicability 
of AFMs include “State Use of Alternative Financ- 
ing Mechanisms in Environmental Programs” and 
“Discussion Paper on Alternative Financing 
Mechanisms for State Water Programs”. In addi- 
tion, the Agency is establishing an Environmental 
Financing Information Network (EFIN) which will 
assist States in accessing materials relating to AFMs 
for State program management. EFIN will include 
additional materials including State specific dis- 
cussions of the use of AFMs. EFIN should be 
accessible to the States in mid FY 1991. 

Many States have already instituted AFMs for 
a variety of environmental programs. There arc 
opportunities for expanding the application of these 
techniques to other programs and to other States. 
The most common AFM approaches ate outlined 
below: 
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Fees 

• Permit issuance (e.g., NPDES, facility instal- 
lation, review of proposed development) 

• Services (e.g., inspections, monitoring) 

• User charges (e.g., surcharge on wastewater 
and/or solid waste disposal fees, hunting/boat- 
ing licenses, access to recreation areas) 

• Impact charges (e.g., wastewater service sur- 
charge based on toxicity, urban development 
impact fee) 

Taxes 

• Commodity (i.e., special tax on certain mate- 
rials which contribute to water quality prob- 
lems, e.g., selected pesticides and chemicals) 

• Special dedicated funds [e.g.. mineral extrac- 
tion tax, excise tax (e.g., boats, cigarettes, 
hotel/motel)] 

• Real estate (e.g., transfer tax, environmental 
review fees) 

• Sales, income, property (particularly if portion 
is dedicated for water quality programs) 

Fines and Penalties 

• As authorized for violations of environmental 
requirements; more useful as a deterrent rather 
than as a reliable funding source 

IV. EPA’S ROLES AND 
RESPONSIBILITIES 

IN APPROVED NPDES STATES 

EPA will undertake an active program to gen- 
erate State and local support for MWPP. EPA will 

assist the Regions in conducting workshops for 
interested parties and provide training for plant 
operators. The following paragraphs describe what 
we believe to be the appropriate roles and respon- 
sibilities for EPA. 

EPA believes that MWPP is a logical and 
necessary evolutionary step in the management of 
municipal wastewater treatment facilities. There- 
fore, EPA will continue to urge States to develop 
and implement MWPP programs, although States 
will have the flexibility to determine whether to 
implement such a program and how to design their 
programs. EPA will coordinate the identification 
and use of appropriate forums to discuss MWPP 
and generate a broad base of support for the ini- 
tiative. A communication strategy, which identi- 
fies key constituencies (e.g., local elected officials, 
city managers, treatment plant operators, industry 
associations, etc.), has been developed. EPA will 
continue to work with the States in carrying out this 
strategy. 

EPA will provide support in a variety of ways 
to States in developing and implementing their 
programs. Among these are: 

• EPA will gather information on MWPP prac- 
tices and experiences and make it generally 
available. 

• EPA will prepare brochures and other support 
material for the use of Regions and States in 
developing programs and in working with 
POTWs to implement programs. 

• EPA staff will provide advice and technical 
assistance to States in developing and imple- 
menting MWPP programs. 

• EPA will make available information on po- 
tential sources of funding for MWPP pro- 
grams- 
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• EPA will make a limited number of incentive 
grants from those funding sources described 
above to foster the development of State pilot 
programs. 

• EPA will fund State operator training programs. 

EPA will gather periodic information about 
the status and performance of State-based munici- 
pal pollution prevention programs. EPA will ob- 
tain the necessary information through its existing 
oversight of State activities. To assess progress, 
qualitative measures may be included in the Office 
of Water Accountability System. 

IN NON-APPROVED NPDES STATES 

In States where responsibility for the NPDES 
permit program still rests with EPA, the cognizant 
EPA Region will be responsible for developing 
and implementing MWPP programs. However, 
Non-NPDES States are encouraged to participate 
in this program. The Region will use its discretion 
to tailor a flexible program that meshes with the 
State’s legal authorities and preferences. 

Programs for Non-NPDES States will include 
the components described in Section II of this 
Guidance: early warning systems with periodic 
self-audits, a repotting mechanism, corrective ac- 
tions, tracking systems, and a process for program 
evaluation. EPA will support the objectives of the 
program through all appropriate means including 
NPDES permits. Programs for Non-NPDES States 
will be developed and the workshop/training effort 
will be initiated in FY 1991. 
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MWPP WORKSHOP SUMMARY 

Should there be an MWPP Program? 

• States generally reacted favorably, to the MWPP concept, 

• Several States (in 4 of the 10 Regions) acknowledged that many of the MWPP components 
are already in place. These pieces, however, may not be well-integrated to form a cohesive 
and comprehensive program. 

Should the Program be Voluntary or Mandatory? 

• The States were unanimous in wanting the MWPP program to be voluntary, with maximum 
flexibility for the States to design their own programs. 

• States in half of the Regions felt that the MWPP program should be mandatory for POTWs. 
States in 2 Regions thought that the program should be voluntary for POTWs. 

What Universe Should be Addressed? 

• Almost all of the States (9 out of 10 Regions) agreed that the program should address both 
majors and minors. Several States emphasized that minors oftentimes present the worst 
problems. 

• There was varied opinion, however, on who should be addressed first States in Regions I 
and II would prefer to phase in majors first In contrast, States in Region X would address 
smaller facilities first. 

Should there be Uniform National Indicators? 

• Except for the States in Regions VI and VIII, where there was no answer, all of the remaining 
States were unanimous in wanting flexibility to develop their own indicator. 

Should the Program be Oriented Towards Technical Assistance or Enforcement? 

• States in 5 of the Regions showed greater preference for technical assistance. 

• However, almost all of the states recognized the need for both both elements in the MWPP 
program. 

What should be the Focus of Enforcement? 

• states in only two of the ten Regions would use enforcement before effluent violations 
occurred. 

• The remaining States believe that it would be difficult to enforce before there were effluent 
violations. 
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What should be the Focus of Enforcement (continued)? 

• These States would prefer to use other tools to enforce MWPP, e.g., sewer bans, TAP ban, or 
provide special incentives such as a discounted interest rate for SRF loans. 

What are the Resource Implications? 

• States in 4 of the 10 Regions responded that it will take at least 1-2 FTE to get the program 
started. Other estimates ranged from 1-6 FTE. 

• States in half of the Regions stressed that the resource demands will vary by size and scope 
of State program, and that it is difficult to assess. 

• States in only two of the Regions believed that there may be some future resource savings as 
a result of reduced enforcement effluents. 

What are Possible Funding Sources? 

• States in only 4 Regions provided a response, stating that possible funding sources include: 

pilot Project grants 
SRF 
4% set-aside 
205(g) 
104(g) 
permit fees 

• All of the remaining States raised serious questions concerning possible funding sources and 
eligibility of MWPP under SRF. 

What Incentives Are Available to Encourage State Participation? 

• The number one incentive is increased funding. 

• In addition, States in 7 of the 10 Regions recommended that EPA and the States develop 
strong selling programs through workshops and information/technology transfer. They also 
emphasized the need for extensive public participation and public involvement in the 
development and selling of this program. 

What are Realistic time Frames for Implementation? 

• For States in 6 of the 10 Regions, estimates to initiate the MWPP program range from 1-3 
years. 

• For States in 3 Regions, the programs could be fully operational within 7 years. 



MWPP WORKSHOP SUMMARY 

What we ApI#oDrhte EPA Rolea In Surxwtlnu the MWPP Prowam? 

l The m@rlty of States (7 from 10 Regions) agreed that EPA should provide examples of 
MWPP models and Indicators, which the States wwld then modity to fit their own needs. 

0 States from 4 Regions also recommended that EPA act as a national information 
ckaringhwss and pmvida tedndogy transfer, as necessary. 
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STATE CASE STUDIES APPENDIX B 

APPENDIX B: State Case Studies 

INTRODUCTION 

This appendix contains case studies of three innovative MWPP programs: the Wisconsin 

Compliance Monitoring Program, the Texas 75-90% Program, and the New Mexico IMPAC Program. 

Each case study presents the history of the State’s program, how the program was planned and developed, 

and how the program operates. All of the case studies also include a section about the types of resources 

(personnel, funds, equipment) which the program requires. 

By including these examples in the guidance document, it is hoped that other States will better 

understand how all the elements of a MWPP program can operate to form a comprehensive program 

suited to the individual needs and resources of the State. The case studies are also included to provide 

model elements which other States may be able to incorporate into their own State programs. 

Exhibits following each case study provide even more detailed information on the State programs. 

Exhibits include excerpts from the State administrative codes, examples of questionnaires and other 

materials sent to POTWs, and examples of State data tracking reports. 



WISCONSIN 



WISCONSIN 

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES 

During the last decade in Wisconsin, billions of dollars in Federal (EPA Construction Grants), 

State (the Wisconsin Fund Program), and local monies were spent to upgrade wastewater facilities to 

achieve the water quality standards established in the 1972 Federal Clean Water Act. As a result of this 

major sewerage system construction program, approximately 95% Of Wisconsin’s municipalities are now in 

compliance with their Wisconsin Pollution Discharge Elimination System (WPDES) discharge permits. 

However, it is not sufficient to merely construct adequate wastewater facilities; these facilities must be 

operated and maintained in a manner that maximizes the design life of the facility. It is essential that 

communities begin planning for system replacement or addition on a timely basis so chat effluent limits do 

not violate the State’s water quality. It is also important for municipalities to have preventative programs 

in place for all communities to maintain standards over the lifetime of their wastewater facilities. 

To accomplish these goals, the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WDNR) designed 

and developed the Compliance Maintenance (CM) Program (Exhibit 1). The CM Program is intended to 

protect the investment and to insure that action is taken before violations of permit limits and water 

quality degradation occurs. The four major goals of the Wisconsin CM Program are: 

• co prevent violations of effluent discharge limits by municipal wastewater treatment 

facilities; 

• co promote awareness of wastewater management responsibilities of elected municipal 

officials by increasing their communication with wastewater treatment facility operators; 
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• to encourage and require, if necessary, municipalities to initiate operational improvements 

and design and construction of new or upgraded facilities before violations or the 

resultant water quality degradation occurs; and 

• to maximize the useful life of municipal wastewater treatment facilities. 

The most difficult obstacle in implementing CM in the State of Wisconsin was the public attitude 

that wastewater treatment is a costly and messy problem. The capital cost of building a new sewage 

treatment plant can be the largest expenditure that a municipality will face. Because these costs are often 

unexpected and do not appear to increase property values within corporate boundaries, wastewater 

treatment is a controversial, repugnant and certainly costly subject for elected officials to discuss. In order 

for the CM to be implemented successfully, WDNR had to change public attitudes regarding municipal 

wastewater treatment. 

PUBLIC OUTREACH 

By asking chose co be regulated by the program co participate in building it, WDNR obtained 

broad support for the concept and for the partnership it reflects. WDNR undertook a two year public 

participation program which allowed all participants of the Compliance Maintenance Program the 

opportunity to become comfortable with the program specifics before implementation. In 1985, the 

WDNR conducted 22 workshops on the CM Program involving local environmental organizations and 

municipal officials including elected officials, sewage treatment plant operators and public works 

personnel. After the workshops introduced the program, four formal public hearings in 1986 addressed 

the concerns or comments. Conclusions from the CM Program workshops included: 

• continuous planning to prevent violations is needed; 
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• depreciation accounts for upgrading of wastewater treatment facilities is needed; 

• the relationship of the CM Program to permitting is uncertain; 

• grants/loans should be made to non-violators; and 

• a technical advisory committee (TAC), represented by State and local officials, should be 

appointed to develop CM Program. 

In 1986, a 19-person TAC was formed from the regulated community to steer the program 

initiative. This committee included wastewater operators, municipal officials, consulting engineers, an 

environmental group member, a representative of the Department of Justice and WDNR staff members. 

The TAC's objectives included refining the results of the public workshops, the codifying of a compliance 

maintenance policy, and the recommending of a number of improvements to the wastewater treatment 

program. The TAC developed a Compliance Maintenance Annual Report (CMAR) chat all publicly- 

owned treatment work (POTW) option prepare and submit, through the local governing body, to the 

State. Training sessions to instruct the operators on how to complete the CMARs were held in 1987. 

This effort to keep the regulated public informed of the policy as it developed won widespread 

support and acceptance of the CM Program 

COMPLIANCE MAINTENANCE PROGRAM DESIGN 

The Compliance Maintenance Annual Report or CMAR is the cornerstone of the Wisconsin 

Compliance Maintenance Program (Exhibit 2). The CMAR is a product of the Natural Resources Code 

Chapter 208, which outlines the compliance Maintenance program. The purpose of this report is to 

document "indicators" of future effluent violations. The CMAR is submitted annually by all municipalities 
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and is used as a ShIlplC, objecti” ana@is Of their treatment system. The CMAR documents the 

perfcxtxtance and WnditiOn of the wastewater utility to WDNR, local government elected officials, and 

operators. 

The treatment plant operator completes the CMAR with the previous year’s data and monitoring 

information (i.e., 1989% POTW information will be 1990’s CMAR) and forwards the completed Ch4AR to 

the chair of the local goveming board (the owner). ‘The governing board reviews the completed CMAR 

which the operator submitted. 

The board, then, must pass a resolution documenting and acknowledging the review of the CMAR 

and indicating the wrrective actions, if any, that will be taken to prevent efnuent violations. Proposed 

actions should address areas where maximum or close to maximum points were generated in the CMAR. 

This resolution should contain any other information the goveming board deems necessary. After the 

governing board’s final action, the completed CMAR is returned to the operator with a resolution 

attached. The operator, in turn, must submit the completed CMAR and accompanying resolution by 

March 31 of the given year to the local WDNR Distria offiae. 

‘he CMAR wntains sections that objectively inquire about the condition, quality, and capacity of 

the treatment system. The responses from thedc sections generate points in order to evaluate the system. 

Other sections do not generate poinu but subjectkiy prodaoc selfcvpluative information regarding the 

ueacment system’s handal status and oper8tious. ‘his sm cmiuatin of the facility is intended co 

informeleaedoffiUsoftbeabilityofthe wastewatertreatment~temtomeetpermitlimitsinthe 

future. 

TbeCMAR’spointtotaldetermlnes if the munidpaIity should bqln mtensivc planning and 

wnstruction of new -ties, modify existing systems to avoid efIluent violations, or undertake no 
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wrrectional activities. The higher the number of points generated, the more likely the community should 

begin evaluating their system to determine the improvements that are necessary to prevent effluent 

violations. The maximum point total is 400 points. Points are generated for the following treatment 

charactcristiCS: 

0 effluent quality and plant performance [O-100), an important indicator of the efficiency of 

the facility in regard to water quality; 

. influent flow and BOD (biochemical oxygen demand) loading in comparison co design [O- 

801, indicator of volume and amount of wastes entering wastewater system; 

l age [O-40), another probable indicator of the efficiency of the treatment facility 

a bypass and overflow occurrences [O-SO], an indicator related to efficient design of overall 

wastewater system; 

0 anticipated wmmunity growth [O-20], an important indicator for future planning and 

design; 

0 sludge storage and disposal capacity [O-100), a good indicator of the design efficiency of 

tbeqfs~~ 

0 operator ccftihtion and cdumtion (o-20], 8a imp0rWit indicator about the level of 

formal training in creacnlenf proccrses. 
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The point total wrresponds with response levels, at which certain actions need to be taken. The 

owner may submit an explanation of the assumptions that were used in racing the items and determining 

point values wntained in the completed CMAR. 

The following are the ranges and point totals that indicate the actions to be taken: 1) Voluntary 

Range; 2) Departmental Recommendation Range; and 3) Departmental Action Range. in the Voluntary 

Range (O-70), the owner evaluates and implements task voluntarily CO correct the identified problems in 

the CMAR, if any. The owner may initiate longer range planning for new, upgraded, or additional 

treatment facilities. In the Denartmental Recommendation Ranee (71-120), the WDNR notifies the owner 

of the treatment facility that an operation and needs review (ONR) is recommended. An ONR evaluates 

the treatment system’s ability co maintain effluent limits over the next live years, focusing on specSc 

problem area(s) and offers solutions to those problems. If the problem is serious, that is, if the Ch4AR 

indicates that the existing system is not capable of providing adquate wastewater treatment in the next 

five yean, a facility plan is then also recommended The scope of a facility plan is based on individual 

point totals for each information item identified in the ONR and usually requires that a workplan be 

submitted. 

In the Deoartmenral Action Ranee (121400), the wastewater facility owner is required co 

complete an ONR within a certain time period prescribed by WDNR. Part of the ONR will consist of a 

workplan that lists all nv actions and time schedules for the treatment system to maintain tfnucnt 

limits. A bdlicy plan may be required if WDNR determines that w&scent future compliance with 

e!Vluenc Iimicatio~~ will not ruuh from improved system operation, maintenan* and effMency or that 

growth within areas sexted by the tmnefs smerage system jcopardizu future compliance. If neczasary, 

WDNRmry~tbeonndsWPDESpermittorecluireoneormorcofthe~rcporo. 
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ENFORCEMENT 

bt the past, mtttticipahti~ that ViOlated wastewater treatment standards received the greatest 

attention from regulators, and enforcement actions were taken only after the laws were violated. Previous 

State and Federal regulations clearly sent a message to the municipality to take action only after the 

problem Occurred. Most State regulators, ~ml~ttity leaders and wastewater operators were comfortable 

with this approach. During the 1970’s and early 1980’s, the existing regulations and grant programs 

brought many municipalities into ~nforntttnct with their permits. However, this policy contained little 

incentive to maintain permit compliance. Tlrerefore, a major objective of the public participation program 

was to convince the participants in the present system to change their thinking to a more preventive 

approach. The CM Program is different from other programs in that it completely shifts Wiswnsin’s 

wastewater management program from a reactive approach to a proactive one. CM requires municipalities 

co wntittuously evaluate their system capability and begin formal planning, design, and construction to 

prevent violations and associated enforcement actiOn& Also, a State task force had made a preliminary 

recommendation that Wiswnsin’s state revolving fund award first priority to municipalities that act before 

violations Occur. The idea to make grattts/l~ans available to non-violators was an important 

recommendation from the CM workshops. 

In the past, Wisconsin OX@' awarded wnstruction grants to those facilities in violation of the Clean 

Water Act The U.S. EPA wnstnmion grant program is phasing out, therefore, Wisconsin is beginning its 

6rst year (1990) of adopting a low interest loan program for the funding of their wastewater treatment 

fadIitics. This iMovache funding feanlre rewards fadmks chat msintaitl good wrttpliance records with 

reduced interest ham. Wmnsin is inc0rpOrating two unique provisions for low imerest 10ans to facilities 

that ita* a noncompliant status. The first provision prov&s low intereat loans to facilities with 

ecmomic hardships. TICiS pKWiSiOtt hVObS fncre&tgtbefundingavailabktoafacilitybasedona 

finandal trigger point that &ides the optimum interest rate of rite loan to the &ility. This interest race 
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of the loan can he as low as zero percent. Also under this provision, the WDNR is permitted to transfer 

avaflable funds into grant money that can result in the. facility receiving up to 90%~ of the funding rquircd 

for newssary improvements. 

The other unique provision in Wisconsin’s low intereat loan program is co provide for unexpected 

events or occurrences that are beyond control of the bdlity’s standard operation such as weather-related 

events or mechanical failure. However, the availabiity of a low interest loan in this provision is closely 

associated with the facility’s recent Ch4AR recommendations made by the WDNR. 

InvoIvement in the CM Program does not shkkl a facility or municipality from enforcement 

actions by WDNR; however, more concentration is placed on gross or substantial violations. Most facility 

violations are not addressed through the CM Program, but instead through the State’s existing permit 

actions or enforcement program. The owners (i.e., the municipal board or utility board which governs 

POTWs or the management board which governs 8 private treatment system) must review the CMAR and 

formulate any newssary corrective actions co solve any shortwmings of the system. Failure of the 

operator-in-charge to complete and submit a CMAR may result in a maximum forfeiture of SlO,OOO per 

day of violation. Failure of the municipality to ftle a CMAR could result in a SlS,OtXl penalty for the 

municipality in which the facility is located. Such fines encourage treatment plant ownets and elected 

officials co become involved with the issues faced by POTW operaton. 

RESOURCE XNFORMATlON 

IllmJy*Fsdarlsute,~~ Bmlk mre spent co upgrade the wnscewater facilities in 

Wisconsin ~while~kmony60r~tyupgrodes~been~~~ter~ur#suea 

high priority in wiswnsin and rceivc a great deal of sapport from ekaed offic4ak. Ekcted offkiab have 

supportedtheideaofCh4ftandingwmingfroman cltvhmmcal fee prograt&whidt requires each 
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discharge permit holder in the State to pay a fee to support WDNR. The WDNR also received partial 

budgetary assista.ncx from EPA for initiation of the Program through funding provided under Section 106 

of the Clean Water Act. 

Normally, there are over 100 FIB to implement wastewater programs throughout the State. 

However, the first year of the CM Program required six to seven additional FIB, although this figure is 

declining over time. The CM Program does require, for actual maintenance, approximately three FIB at 

each field office (6 District offices and IS Area offkes), which are funded under the State permit fee. 

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 

The WDNR manages the CM Program for approximately 650 municipalities throughout 

Wiscmsin. WDNR staff and Area Engineers provide technical assistance to the facilities. They also 

conduct inspections and carry out any enforcement actions. The strong management system and the good 

field staff have both contributed to the suaxss of the program. The CM Program has become a means of 

enhancing communications. Its an early warning system for the operators as well as the regulators. 

The W’DNR has ahvays tracked loadings, but the CMAR puts data in an amible format and 

crates a forum for review. In the interest of maintaining and improving open communication with the 

operators, WDNR wanted to axnq the importance of the point totals. Therefore, every year a sumwide 

summary of CMAR point data for all munidpalitiu is published (Ekhibit 3). 7ltis summaty is considered 

public infotmation for all anumunitks to inspa%. WDNR has begun to utilize the data from the summary 

totrytoplotucn&withinagiwmmnUttunity. WDNRwilltrackcUkgcsovcrtimeforcachcortununity 

in the State to see if amtpliatux witb the Ch4 Program is iatpmving tbc ability of c&t municipality to 

meet water quality standards. 
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In conclusion, the CM Program provides municipal officials with an early warning system for 

evaluating their plant’s capabilities. The wastewater operator completes the annual report on the facility 

which is then passed to ekttd OffiCiais prior to submittal to the WDN’R This approach to government is 

unique. CM does not wait for problems to manifest themselves, but influences municipalities to act as 

partners with the State in the prOteCtiOn of water quality. 

For more information on Wiscorrsh’s Compliance Maintenance hogram, contack 

Mr. chuck Bnmey 
FWgram Manager 
ww 266-2304 
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
NP2U8 =’ 

Chaprer NR 208 

COMPLIANCE MAINTENANCE 

NR 2Bg.01 Purpose. Thii chapter implements ch. 147, Stats., and en- 
counqa and, where necessry, requires ownem of publicly owned trant- 
ment worka and print& owned domestic sewage. treatment worb to. 
take q actions to avoid water quality degrzidation and prevent 
violations of WPD ES permit edluent limits. This chapter encourages ac- 
tions which promote the owner% awarertm and zwpotibiJity for was& 
water treatment tleed& maxi&e the weful life of sewerage spstems 
throwb improved operation and maintenance and initiate formal phn- 
ning, design and constnxtion to prevent effluent violations. 

Himwry: Cr. Re#er. F&nary. 1981, No. 374. a#. 8-147. 

NE 2Og.02 Appkability. This chapter applies to owners of pubI& 
owned treatment works and privately owned domestic sewage treatment 
worh. 

Hiaoryz Cr. lt&ter. F&may, 1987. No. 574. d!. 81.67. 

NR 203.03 Delnilioos. In addition to the dehnitions and abbreviations 
in tbs. NR 110,114,205,206 and 210, and ch. 147, Stats., the following 
de6nitioas appIy to terms in this chapter. 

(1) “CompIiance maintenance annual report” or “Ch+lAR” mesns 8 
report which the owner of a treatment worka submits to the department 
to describe the physical conditions and the performance of the owner’s 
sewerage system during the previous calendar year. 

(2) “Facility plan” mearm a report which the owner of a treatment 
works submib to the department that consists of those necesary platw 
and studies directly relating to the construction of proposed sewage 
treatment facilities or additiona to existing sewage treatment facilities 
where additional treatment capacity is proposed. 

(3)“Opcrrrtion~ndneeds~‘or”OMZ”meansareportwhichthe 
owner of a treatment works submits to the deparhnent evaluating the 
abiity of the sewerage system to maintain effluent limita over the next 5 

(4) “Work plpn” meana a list of aIJ n- actions and correspond- 
ing time schedule which is included 9 tbe factity pJan or operation and 
lrle$s&~tQenoum~tnnorners aewemge system mamtains eh- 

ktinaq Cr. Regis&r, Fe&uuy, 1981. No. 8% rl. &1%7. 

NB 208.04 C4mpki811~e mdoteunce aoomd report. (1) PURKBIL The 
compliance maintenance annual report describes the physical conditions 
and the performance of the sewerage system during the pretius c&n- 

lb@tu, lbbaary, 1987. No. $74 
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dar year, and provides a treatment works owner with an objective analy- 
sis to determine whether a more detailed ev&ation of the sewerage sys- 
tan hall be conducted. The O~MY and the department shall*use the 
CMAR to identify needs for future planning actio=wEthnJunction 
withopointratir@sysfem,tbeCMARshPlldcterrmne 
system owners shaU initiate actions to prevent edluent limit 

(2) sUBMITrAL TIMING AND Ul’HEFt REQU-. Tbe CMAR e&all 
be submitted to the department on or before June 30,1937. Thereafter, 
thcCMARshnllbesubmittedtothedepnrtmentonorbeforeMarch31 
of each subsequent year. The CMAR shall be brued on information and 
monitoring data collected in the previous calendar 

tF 
A duly autho- 

rized mpresendve of the owner dud complete an argn tbe CMAR. 
(3) &!SOLmION. In the case of a publicly owned treatment works, a 

resolution from the municipality’s verning body shall accompany the 
CMAR. Tbe rwohxtion shall inclu P e the following: 

(a) An acknowkdgememt that the governing body has reviewed the 
CIUAR; 

(b) A description of actions which the owner will take to maintain 
compliance with effluent limitations; and 

(c) Any other information the governing body deems appropriate. 
(4) ~ONTIZNT. The CMAR shall be submitted on forms provided by 

the department. The owner shall supply and analyze the following infor- 
mation: 

(a) EXluent quality and wzdewater treatment facility performance: 
(b) Actual inliuent flow and BODs loading to the wastewater treat- 

ment facility in relation to the design flows and design BOD5 laadings for 
the faciIiti 

(cl Age of the wastewater tmatment frrcilities; 

(d)Theoccurrencedb~Pnd~~inthesew~spstem: 
(e) Anticipated new development: 

(0 slu&e stawze and disposal camcity; 
(g) Filland status of the wastm&rutiIity; 
(h) General physical condition of the facility: 
(i) -ted useful life of the facility; 
( j) Operator train& and ce&kation; and 
(k) Other information requked by the deportmeat. 

m Cr. m, Febmuy. 1967, No. 874. d. bl-87. 

NR 208.05 Compliaoce maioteoaoce poiot ztyetem. (1) PURPOSE. The 
CMAR &all contain a point system component which is applied to all 
owners, to establish actions which promote effluent limit compliance, 
identify whether an owner shall take additional steps to maintain or im- 
Pro=crjsting=w=ge syskm operations, and evaluate the condition of 
the=-wesystem. 
R&ta. Febnmry, MM. No. R74 
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(2) RATINGS ITEys. On an annual basis, the owner shall calculate a 
point total T which is based on information provided by the owner in the 
CMAR. The point total T aball be determined with the following equa- 
tion: 

T=(TBL+TQ+TBOD+TTSS+TAGE+TBYP+TBEF+ 
TSTG + TSD + TND + TFD + TOC + TOT) x EQ which ia dekd 
as follows: 

(a) TBL, the point sum for monthly average BODs mass loading in 
relation to the design BODs loading, shall equal the sum of numbers ap- 
pearing in Table 1 for monthly exeedances of 90% and 100% of design 
average BODs loading in the previous calendar year. 

Table 1 
Point A&gnmeota Related (0 Esceedancea of a Percentage of Deign 

BODs Ladings ia the Previous Calendar Year 

Number of Months that a 
Percentage of Design BODs 

PercentofDiiim BODs 

Loadings is Exceeded 90% 100% 

‘: 
0 0 

i 
50 ;oo 

i 
30 

torgreater 10 ii 
(b) TQ, the point sum for monthly average volumetric flow in relation 

to design avenue volumetric flow, shall equal the sum of numben ap- 
pearing in Table 2 for monthly exceedances of 90% and 100% of design 
average volumetric flow in the previous calendar year. 

Table 2 
Point Amdgomeol8 Belated to the Esceedanee of Percentages of DesigD 

Voltuoetric Flow6 io the Review Caleodar Year 

Number of Montha that a Percent of Design Flows 
Percen~ofDes&l~umetric 

90% 100% 

0 0 

: ii 
x 
5 

3 

torgreatm 
: :x 
5 15 

(c).TBOD, the point sum relating to the effluent limit for &day bi+ 
eItepu+ oqyo demand (BODs), shall equal the sum of numbem ap 
peamg m TP le 3 for exceedance.~ of 90% and 100% of the monthly av- 
erage e4Ruent limita contained in the WPDES permit. In the absence of 
monthly average edauent limits for BODs, weekly eieuent limits &all be 
used in the calculation. 

Fb#Mer. Fobnnry, 1987. No. Sl4 
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Table 3 
Point Assigaments Belrted to the 

&&aoce ol Percentages of$fg;r Limil(r) in tbe Preview 

Number of Months that a Percent of BODs Ellluent Limit 
Percentk;f ;hgzLEffluent 

90% 100% 

0 

i 
8 i 

: 
ii 

5 

:i 
iorgreater :i 10 

(d) TTSS, the point sum relating to the effluent limit for total sus- 
pended solids, shall equal the sum of numben appearing in Table 4 for 
exceedances of 90% and 100% of the monthly average elBuent limits con- 
tained in the WPDES permit. In the absence of monthly average effluent 
limits for total suspended solids, weekly effluent limits shall be used in 
the calculation. If no total suspended solids liit ia included in the 
WPDES permit, TTSS shall equal 0. 

Table 4 
Point Assignments Belatcd to the Exceedaoce 

of Percentages of the Totst Suspended Solids Emoent Limit(s) in the 
Previous Caleodu Year 

Number of Months that a Percent of TSS Eflluent Limit 
Percentage of the TSS Emuent 

Limit(s) is Exceeded 90% 100% 

0 
1 x x 

i 
10 5 

dorgreater 
E :8 
40 10 

(e) TAGE, the point sum relating to facility age, shall be the time per- 
iod in yeam since the wastewater treatment facility was constructed or 
underwent major &uctuml mod&&ion or major additions were placed 
in operation multiplied by the age factors contained in Table 5 associ- 
ated with the type of sewage treatment plant indicated. Under this sub- 
section TAGE may not be greater than 40. 

Table 5 

Point Assigamenks Associated to Facility Age 
plant Type Aue Factor 
yi.&&&~ds 

i-x 
Au other plants 2:o 

h&ter. Pd. 1987. No. 514 
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(f) TBYP, the point sum relating to bypassing due to precipitation, 
&all be the number of calendar days that bypasses or overflows due to 
precipitation events occurred during the previous calendar year multi- 
plied by 5. Under this subsection TBYP may not be greater than 25. 

(g) TBEF, the point sum relating to bypassing due to equipment fail- 
ure, &aIl be the number of calendar days that bypaaws or overfkwa due 
to equipment failure occwed during the previous calendar year multi- 
pbed by 5. Under this subsection TBEF may not be greater than 25. 

(h) TSTG, the point total awciated with sludge storage capacity, 
ahaIl be the number of points appearing on Table 6 relating to the sludge 

--r 
capacity of the owner’s wwtewater treatment facility and off 

site. or aerated lagoons and stabilization ponds, TSTG shall equal 0. 

Tabie 6 
PO& Awigumears Atmoeia~I with Sludge Storage 

Sludae Storage Capacity 
Leas than one month 
Less titan 2 months and greater 
than or equal to one month 
Leas than 3 months and greater 
than or equal to 2 months 
Leas than 4 months but greater 
than or equal to 3 months 

Point Total 
50 
30 

20 

10 

Greater thao or equal to 4 months 0 
(i) TSD, the point total associated with sludge disposal sites, shall be 

the number of points appearing on Table 7 relating to the adequacy of 
dudge disposal sites approved for use by the permittee. For aerated 
lagoons and stabilization ponds. TSD shaB equal 0. For other facilities 
that do not dkharge sludge on land, TSD shall equal 0. 

Table 7 
Point Assignmenta Aunhated with Siodge Disposal Practices 

Number of Months The 
permitt#IIasAcCo%Sto 

Point Total 
36 or more 0 
pdtpa?6 and greater than or 10 

Less&ht&M and greater than or 20 

edtp6 12 and greater than or 30 

Lemthao6 50 

(j) TND, tbe point total aaaoefated with new development within the 
newer service area of pemittee+ shall equal 10 points if new development 
hPSOccumdo~thebst12rrmntbsthatrrill~~a~cimprrct 

m. February. 1967. No. 374 
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on discharges to the permittee’s sewerage system. Otherwise TND shall 
equal 0. 

(k) TFD, the point total associated with future development within 
thesewersenficearea,shaUequallOpointsif 
tooccurinthenert3years 
to the permittee’s sewerpge 

(1) TOC, the point total associated with opqator certiition, shall 
equal 0 pomta if the individual in direct respoaslble c 

9 
e of the open+ 

tionofthe~t~ntplPntis~atthegndeleve requiredbya 
NR 114.14, and 5 poinb if the chid opemtor is not certified at the -de 
level required by s. NR 114.14. 

(m) TOT, the point total associated with operator training. shall equal 
0 points if the individual in direct responsible charge of the opention of 
the fre+ment pIa+ + comp@ed gmater than or equal to 12 hours of 
contin 
points d t e duef operator has completed less t 

~edueot~mtbeP~aua2calendnr~~T~~~6 

ing education in the previous 2 calendar years 

(n) EQ, the factor that equalizes the point sum for different types of 
se 

YEa 
treatment plants. shall be equal to 1.33 for aemted lagoons and 

stab’ * tion ponds that discharge to surface waters. 1.50 for aerated 
lagoons and stabiition ponds that discharge to groundwater, 1.14 for 
all other sewage treatment plants that discharge to groundwater, and 
1.00 for all other sewage treatment plants. 

(3) CALCULATION OF CMAR POINT TOTAL. The CMAR shall include 
the procedure for calculating the point total of the items in sub. (2). The 
owner shall calculate T with the CMAR submittal. The owner may sub- 
mit an explanation of the assumptions that were~ used in rating the items 
and detennihg point vahm amtained in tbe completed CA&AFL 

Elhoqt Cr. Rqiwr, Pebnwy. 1987, No. 374. d. We?. 

NB 208.06 Review of CMAB. (1) DEPARTYENT REVIEW AND AOCEPT- 
ANCE. The department ahall review the CMAR and the ’ t total con- 
tained in the CMAFL for 

.+=YL 
and mmpktenesa he departmtnt F 

shall notify the owner w&n 60 ys of submittal whether the CMAR 
and the point total calculations NIX! scceptabk. In cas! of mr, the de- 
partment shall recalculate the point total and notify themowner of the 
corrected totals. The notikation a&all explain the s 

(2)UzvlkIEorowNEBANDDEP- RmFoNam. wbtn accepted 
point totals are within the folkwing raages, the department shall notify 
e!achownerofthemge: 

(a) Vdunkqrunge. For point totabequal to or less than70, theowner 
may evaluate and implement steps to address problems identikd in the 
CMAR. The owner may initiate longer range planning for new, up- 
graded or additional treatment facilities. 

(b) Dcpurtmmf rccOAzlllcnddiOn range. For point totals greater than 70 
but less than or equal to 200 for all CMAR’s submitted pursuan ttothe 
June 30.1987 deadline, the department shall notify the owner that an 
operation and me& review is recorded. Thereafter, tbe department 
mcomnwmdati~range!ahaUbegreatertban70pointaandkssthanor 
equal to 120 points. A facility plan shall be recommended if the CMAR 
R@ater. Fobmary. 1967. No. Sl4 
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indicates the existing system is not capable of providing adequate waste- 
water treatment in the next 5 years. 

(c) Drposhnmt uction runpe. For point totals 
R 

terthan2o0foraU 
CMAR’a submitted pursuant to the June 30,l tiedhe, the depart- 
ment shall require the owner k, complete an operation and needs review 
within a time period which the department prescribes. Thereafter, the 

WPDES permit to reqllire one or more of the referenced reports. All pr+ 
cedures used in the mod&&ion of a WPDES permit shah conform with 
requirements in cb. NR 203. 

(3) OWNER RmoN8E REQu-. The following are general re- 
quirements of the reports described below. 
&)&r$ntf +&I re+w. The content.and acope of the, ONR 

on mdrvldual pomt totals for each mformatmn rtem nientl- 
bed in s. NR 208.05 (2). The ONR shaI include an investigation of the 
sewerage system to determine whether improved operation, main* 
nance and ef5ciency of the existing facility will result m continued au- 
ent limit compliance over the next 5 years. The ONR shall evaluate an- 
ticipated increases in discharges due to residential, commercial and 
industrial growth within the owner’s sewer service area. The ONR may 
replace a facility plan for minor upgrad@ of sewerage systems. 

(b) F’itg p&m. The scope of the faciity plan ahall be hued on indi- 
vidual point totals for each informatiin ikm identihed in s. NR 208.05 
(2) and upon the requimments of s. NR 110.09. 

(c) Work ph. The owner shall submit a work plan as a part of the 
facility plan or the ONR. For a major upgrading pm, the work plan 
sballbeaacheduleofalln , design and construction 

specify opemtional or 
ropement.3 for the sewerage system. 

0,31.144 and 1477, Stata. 
(b)~IoN~#leSTVALUBB.011orba~Narnemberlof~yeat 

thedepartmmtmpyrevisethepointrpnsespssociated~~eachlevelof 
aaaerpnd M-p+ - in sub. (2). All owners shall be note of 
g z;t-+ revmons on or hefore December 1. All CMARa submrtted 

F= 
shaUbeevahmtedforresponsebasedontherevrsed 

pointmgea. orevbethepoint 
T 

the departmnt shall consider 
the previous yeaf8 point totab for lwwage treatment plants, state- 
wide compliance with dhent limits, 6ad conskhati~ eavironmen- 
tPIimpOCtdMdo~~Thepoint~mnybe~onlyafter 
consuitation with the foUowmg persons or orgamaatic= 

(a) MuGcip8la6cW 
(b) Ownera of private domestic B treatment phnts 

Rag&a. hbruuy, lW7. No. 874 
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(cl Sewage treatment pJaut operators; 

(d ) The attorney general: and 

(e) Environmental 0rgakatiOIlS. 

tiimryz Cr. F&e&&r. Febmuy. 1967. No. 3’74. cf. SlJ37. 

NR 208.07 Actions I aired to maintain compliance. (1) RIwtMtT SUBMIT- 
II facility pJans or operation and needs reviews 

%I?Bto the department on a timely basis. For publicly 
owned treatment works, a resolution passed by the municipality’s gov- 
erning body &all accompany the faciJity plan or the operation and needs 
review. The resolution ahall include: 

(al An acknowledgement that the governing body has reviewed the 
report to be submitted; 

(bl An acknowledgement of the work plan which is contained in either 
the facility plan. or operation and need? review, and. dexription of ac- 
;&nstithe mumapality may take to mamtam compJuwe with efluent . . : 

(c 1 If necessary, a discussion of hnancial programs to be used to impk- 
ment the work pJan; and 

Cd) Any other information the governing body deems appropriate. 

(2) WORK PLAN REVIEW. Upon receipt of the facility plan or operation 
and needs review, the department shall review the report for assurance 
that e&rent limits will not be violated during the term of the work pJan. 
The department may require the owner to revise the reporta or the work 
plan to prevent eiUuent limit viohtions. 

(3) hPlXKENTATION. It is the owner’s responsibility to complete all 
tasks identided in the work plan to prevent emueat limit vioJations. The 
owner shall maintain the time schedule identihed in the work pJan. 

(4) MODIFICATIONS TO THE WORK PIANEL (a) Work ptimmzzgs 
shall be submitted to the dqu&ment. The deputmen 

(b) The department may not aJJow a work pJan modification if it deter- 
mines that the mod&&ion will result in signScant eflluent limit vioh- 
tions prior to the completion of the schedule. Under this section, owners 
may provide assumnloes to instdl temporary treatment facilities, im- 
prove operation, maintenance and cmciency to avoid e&rent limit vioh- 
tions or to decrease commerchl. industrial or residentipl Joa&ngs to the 
sewen3gesystems.OwnersmayaJsoagreetoxmtrictserrerextensionin- 
stallation prior to the completion of work inch&d in the work p&n. 
R&m. Fdwuuy, 1987. No. t74 



DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES n-9 
NR208 

(5) WPDES PERMIT. The department may take action to modify the 
owner’s WPDES permit to include the work plan or subsequent or neces- 
sary revisions to maintain compliance with effluent limitations. 

Now: In general. WPDES permita IMY not be modified to mclude work plans lor open- 
tional changea or for planning. da@ and co~~~tnxtioo prqpams that can be cornpied 
nthn one year. 

Histoq: Cr. Re&er. February. 1987, No. 374, ef. S1-87. 

Rclibw, Febnvy, 1987, No. 374 



EXHIBIT 2 



Compliance Maintenance Annual Report 

Permit Name (Comunity): 

Address : 

Permit Number: 

Name and Title of Person Completing Form: 

Form 3400-130 
Rev. 7-90 



COKPLUNCEMAINTENANCEANNUALREPORTS 

Information Source List 

You vi11 need the following information to complete your compliance 
maintenance report which covers calendar year 1990 (due by March 31, 1991). 

Part 1 

Part 2 

Part 3 

Part 4 

Part 5 

Part 6 

Put7 

Part 9 

a. The average plant influent flow for, each month (million gallons 
per day) in 1990. 

b. The average plant influent BOD for each month (mg/l and lb/day) 
in 1990. 

C. Your plant's average design flow (HGD) and design BOD loading 
(lbs/W) . 

a. The monthly average effluent BOD and TSS in mg/l for 1990. 

b. Your UPDES permit effluent lixits for BOD and TSS in mg/l for 
1990. 

The age of your treatment plant defined as the number of years 
since the last major reconstruction to increase the organic or 
hydraulic capacity of the plant. The last calendar year (1990) 
minus the year the new construction was brought on-line. 

Bypass and overflow information. This is the number of days in 
all of 1990 when there was a bypass or overflow of untreated 
wastevater due to heavy rain or snow melt, or due to equipment 
failure whether intentional or inadvertent from all collection 
systems tributary to this treatment facility. 

If you landspread sludge, how many months of sludge storage 
does your plant have? This should include on-site and off-site 
storage from the treatment plant. The digestor capacity may be 
used in the calculation. 

How nany approved land disposal sites for sludge do you have? 
Hov many months or years will these be available for use? 

The number of sewer extensions uhich vere installed in your 
co-ity last year. You need to get the design population, 
design flow and design BOD for each sewer extension from your 
engineer. 

The beginning (January 1, 1990) and the ending (December 31, 
1990) balance of your plant's regregated equipment replacement 
fund. If this isn't available from the Treasurer, use 1989 
data. 



State of Uisconsin 
CoHPLIANCE!4AINTmANCEANrwALPEP0RT 
Department of Natural Resources Chapter NIX 208, Via. ktm. C0d8 

Form 3400-130 Rsv. 7-90 

Instructions to the Operator-in-Charge 

1. Complete all sectiona of the CMAR, to the beat of your ability. 

2. Parts 1 through 8 contain quartions for which points will be generated. 
These points are intended to communicate to the DepartMnt and the 
governing body or owner what actions will be necessary to prevent effluent 
violations. Place the point totals from parts 1 through 8 on Page 10, the 
Point Calculation page. 

3. odd up the point totals on page 10 and multiply by the correction factor 
indicated. 

4. Submit the CHAR to the governing body or owner for their reviev and 
approval. 

5. The governing body must pass a resolution which contains the folloving 
points. A private owner should address the folloving points in a letter. 

a. The resolution or letter must acknowledge the govarning body or owner 
has revieved the CUR. 

b. The resolution or letter must indicate what actions, if any, vi11 bo 
taken to prevent effluent violations. Proposed actiona should address 
where maximna or close to maximum points vere generated in thr CXAR. 

C. The resolution or letter should provide any other information the 
governing body or owner deems l ppropriats. 

6. The CHAR and the reoolution or letter should be submitted or mailed by 
Hatch 31, 1991 to the MLUg&rict oa listed on the letter which is 
attached to this report. 

Coapletion of this form IS titory. Failure to complete and submit this 
form may result in a uximm forfeiture of $10,000 per day of violation 
pursuance to S. 147.21(2), UIS. Sata. 



Part 1: tnflumt LoodlngWlou 

A. Llrt t)n mre mthly wlmMrlc flm nd WDI lodner rodrrd at your fulllty 6riw the 1-t 
ulmbryw. 

!!Q!w! 

J-W 

F-Y 

Mwch 

April 

w 

JVW 

July 

kroLllt 

Septcnkr 

October 

Yoveaber 

Dee-r 

cot. 1 col. 2 
Awry Amago Monthly 

monthly ttom =r 
{dllbl gdlrnl Cancantrrtian 

mr dw (lloD> mull1 

H EmI lordin@ = Average Monthly Flou (in WQ)) )I Averege Umthly #DJ concmtrrt~on (in qll) x 8.X. 

8. Lfrt the l verege design flw end rverege design #OS LeedIng for your fecility in the bluks below. If you l re 
not ware of there design qumtities, contact your ccasultirg ensinew or the aplrtment of blaarel R~WC~. 

De8im Criteria: 

Aw. oeslgn 
fin. Deslm Flou g!Ds Loodlrq 

90% of the Onian Eritwir: 

C. tlou mny tlmn dtd the aonthly flou (Cal. 1) to thr WTP excead Pox of dnlm tlW 
(Clrclr the -iate mr) 

O-b = 0 pointr; 5 of aora = 5 pointr 

0. NW my times did the monthly flow (Cal. 1) to the WTP exceed the desfqr flow? 
<Circle the rpprapriate hr) 

0 = 0 pointr; l-2 = 5 point@; 3-L = 10 pointt; f or awe = 15 points 

E. kou mny tirr did the monthly WDS loeding (Cal. 3) to the WfP exceed 90% of the drrim leeding? 
(Circle the qpcqwirtr n&m) 

O-l m 0 points; 2-b n 5 point&; 5 or mare = 10 point8 



tri1ity Y: 

F. IIOU my tirr did tht anthly #Ds Lodim CCol. 31 to the WP umd tht desfpn (adlmt 
Ctirclo thr rpproprftto nrbr) 

0 I 0 pofntr; 1 - 10 point8; 2 = 2D points: 3 l 30 polntr: 4 l 40 pofntr; 
5 or mom l SD points 

t. Add togtthtr tub point value you circled for C th- F nd plW thfm ma In the blti belou. 

C pointr = 

0 point8 a 

E point8 * 

F point8 = 

TOTAL POINT VALUE FOR PART 1 
Lnttr this value an the ulcu~~ at tht btck of tht W, p@~e 10. 

pmrt 2: Effluent Outlltv/Pltnt Ptrformnct 

A. List tht rvtrtgt aonthly tfflwnt DC@ d TSS cancmtrrtfon pro&cad by your facility &rim the last Cal-r 
ymrr. 

&a!! m!5i!!!am JSS C&U 

J-Y 

F---Y 

U4rch 

Aprfl 

MY 

JVK 

July 

~wmt 

Septkr 

Dctober 

now&w 

1. Lfrt tht mthly averwe pemft liaftr for the facility in tht blnkr below. If mthly mraw lfdtr an not 
cmtrlnd in tht permit, uw tht ~akly awrwea lfstd in th pmit. If no swpadd did LiDit afata, the 
totd points for qucrtiats f and F will ~1 zero. 

Ptrnit LrBft: 

OOJ of the Ptmit Limit: 



Fuflfty Y-: 

c. nou my unths did tht tfflusnt IQ)s cancmtrstfon uwsd 90% of pmft Lirftsl 
ccfrclt tht rppcaprhtt nubrl 

0-f I 0 points; 2 = 10 points; 3 = 20 points; 4 = 30 points; 5 or art = 40 points 

0. HOU mmy mthr did tht tfflumt IQ)5 carsntrstfon ucoed pmft lfafts7 
ccfrclt thr rpprqwfttt nWor) 

0 = 0 points; l-2 = 5 points; 3 or afw = 10 points 

E. liar ry amths did tht tf f lusnt TSS eaeantratfon oxend 90X of pmft lldtst 
tcfrctt tht appeoprbtt ndtr) 

O-1 = 0 points; 2 l fD points; 5 n 20 points; 4 . 30 points; S or wrt = 40 points 

F. llov my mths did ths tfflumt TSS corantrttion excad pernit tf~ftst 
(Cfrclt tha mfatt rukr) 

0 = 0 points; 1-2 = 5 points; 3 or ran n 10 pints 

G. Add mseh point nlus circlsd for C through F nd plaeo in the blnk belou: 

t points = 

D points = 

E points = 

F points n 

TOTAL PDflT VALUE FOR PART 2 
Enttr this totsl on tht calculstion pagt st tht back of tht CHAR, w 10. 

Psrt 5: Agl of tht Uastwsttr Trtstmnt Facilities 

A. Nhat year wss tht wsstousttr trtttmmt plant constructed or ltst ruonstrwtsdT 

f&mact the above snswr fra 1990 to dtttmint aDe: 

Agt n (Lsst ulefdsr year) - Wuwr to A.) 

A* =( 199D j-c 1 
Enttr Ags in P4rt C., below. 

1. Chsck tht typs of trtstmnt fscility that is -toyad: 

ESUE 

- Ibchsnful Tnstwnt ptsnt or 
Septic Tmk/Smd Filtor 

2.0 

- Aerrttd Lagoon 1.5 

- ttrbi1itation Pmd 1.0 

C. Ituttipty the factor lfstad neat 
fuilfty to dettrains the totat 

to the typt of facflfty pw c-ity 
point bow vslu for Part 3: 

TOTAL #lIWT = X points 
VALLE FDR (Factor) 
PUT 3 

If the point totrt tscsods 40 points, mttr arly 40 for the Part 3 total WI page 10. Otherdst, tnttr 
the above vslue on the ulculstfon pape at tht bock of tht CIUR, w 10. 

-4- 



A. 

1. 

C. 

0. 

H8U w m in thr 1-t ymsr Us8 th8m 8 m or 0WrflW Of UltlWBtd UsStMtSr &s to w rSjn 
or -lt? CCfrclt Dlw 

0 I 0 pofnts; 1 l S points; 2 . 10 points; 5 8 15 points; 4 = 20 pofnt#i 
5 or are = 25 points 

ltob~ my dsys in thy last ywr ~1 thert S bppss or ourrflar of mtewtsd nstswttr &S to wjpmt 
frf 1urSt CClrclt Gw) 

0 l 0 pOjnt#i 1 * 5 pintSi 2 8 10 ~fnt8; 5 t 15 ~IntSi 4 * 20 ~fM#; 
5 or an n 25 points 

spaffy ()Ht)Yr tk w cI frar t)n city or vfll~ uutr systr or fma COntract or trfbmry 
carnf tlr/smftwy dlstrtcts, ttc. 

w twtbr t& point vatus circled in A wd B srd p1~1 in the bhk blow 

TOTAL POINT VALUE FOR PART 4 
Enttr this vslw on the alculrtfon pee at tht back of tht OUR, pws 10. 

Psrt 5: bludw Storrot 

If yaw iastausttr troStmt plant da8 not lndrpnd St*, #S on to PSrt 7. 

ww ry mths of slulg~ storS@ cqmcfty dws your wstwSttr/tnrtant fScflfty hm SvsfLablt, tlthw 
m-sltt or off-sftt? (I.*., Iion mny rmths un pw fwflfty SprStt ufthavt hndtprttdfng or dftpttfrp of 
slud@8t) 

(tfrclt ths wfrtt point totsl.)) 

Dnmttr than or ~1 to 4 months . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . l 0 points 
LSSS thm 4 mths, M Druttr than or rqurl to 3 mths = 10 points 
LSSS thn 3 mths, M grestrr thsn or +I to 2 mths = 20 points 
LSSS thn 2 mths, but gwsttr thsn or -1 to 1 month = SO points 
Less thn on+ mth . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . = 50 points 

TOTAL PDIYI VALUE FOR PART 5 
Enttr this valu on cslwlst~~ Poe at the &k of tht #Al, pl01 10. 

part 6: Sludme D~smssl Sltts 

DSSS your facility hme ucns to (nd -1 for) sufffclmt Lad disposal sftr to provide propr lrd 
dispoul for: (clrclt tht woprirtt pint total). 

5 or BWt YtWB = 0 pointSi 
24-55 mnths e 10 points; 
12 -23 rnthS = 20 points; 
6-12 mNt# = 30 points; 
less than 6 months l SO points 

TOTAL POINT VAUE FQR PART 6 .-, 
Enttr this vllu m ths alwlStfm PS@S at thy buk of tlw CHAR, puma 10. 



Fuf lfty Y: 

part 7: Wau Dtw&mnt 

A. 

B. 

C. 

0. 

Please provfdo tha folloulng fnforrtfm for all ssuw utensfan rrhfch bmro fnstsllsd &ring tht last 
eat&r ynr. 

Daafgn Poprlstfan: Dosign Flow Dosfsn BaDs: 
. 

nu n f&try (or other dmmlmt) moved into tht mlty or W prodetfan in tht put yesr, 
uch that ofther flow or #Ds loodfma to tht ssuwwe smtr uore sipnfffcantly fncrousd (lo-2D%)7 
(Cffclt mt) 

NO l 0 pOfnt8; vos = 10 points 

Art thtn my rJor mu devml~ts (ff&stri~l, -rcfmt, W ~fdmtfsl) ntfcfpstsd in 
2-3 years, such thst tfthor flow or raD5 Loadings to ths smrsss tystr could si~fflcntly 
ccfrcl~ m8) 

HO = 0 pOfnt8; Yts = 10 points 

hd togethtr tht point vstun cfrclad in B nd C and pltct tht sw in the blnk blw. 

the mxt 
f ncrttst 

TDTAL POIYT VALUE FDR PART 7 
Enttr this valw on the calcul~tfan pago at tht back of the OUR, pm~8 10. 

srt 8: ODerrtor Ctrt1ficstwn and Educstror, 

A. 

1. 

C. 

0. 

E. 

F. 

c. 

Llhat ws tht nane of the operstor-in-chargs an Jwrwry 1, 19917 

Uhat is his/htr crrtfficstion nuber? 

Uhat grd, of oprstor-in-chsrga is m&red mdsr Chapttr YR 114, Wis. A&. Cods to aperat tht 
uutowttr trtstamt plsnt? 

Grads 

Hat uas the Drade of tht opsrstor-in-charDe on Jsnusry 1, 19911 

Grads 

t&s tht apwstor-in-charge on Jwurry 1, 1991 ctrtffiad st a srde levd rqdrod in order to operstc 
this plant? (Clrclt One) 

Yes * 0 points 
MO = 5 points 

War mny ham of continuing tistian has tht operator-in-cham carplttod tuw the Last 2 Ctuo) 
ulandsr yesn? (Cfrclt Dw) 

12 hours or ion - 0 points 
Lsss thn 12 hours - 5 points 

Add together ouh point valu pu cfrclsd In E nd F md place this w in tht blank blow. 

TOTAl POINT VALUE FOR PART 6 
Enter this valu an ctlwlotfm ptgt at tht bck of the #AR, plot 10. 



Iwflfty m: 

hrt 9. WmUUwfm . 

A. Am Uur-Oures Rousts wfflefmt to w spwatfm rd rfntm W? If no, hauanQO( 
cats brim firmoM 

1. E@prrt Rrpkwrrnt fad l GO TO PART C, if you did ppt mcofv, 1 Yfscmsfn Fud or EPA Cmtnrctbn 
wsnt for tht stutr systw aVor trostunt ptmt. 

A wmtrd eqdpmt rspl-t fud Is nquirad if l Yfscaufn Fud emt or l t&rat PL 92400 
gmt YI wfvd for tnrtamt f~flfty -tWCtfm. This aaction ut be taplead b, all a&~ 
grmt mfpfmts. YOU mspomt y bs used to drtmin tapliwt ufth the -1-t fvd 
nquiramt. 

Am tht nolmrrn t fwds in 8 ugregatd ncornt? CCfrclt OnI Tes No 

Ewfpmt replasasnt fud 

Bqiming klntt: Datt S 

l Addition: s 

- Of-tr: S 

Ming klm: Datt S 

C. Uut ffnsncial mourcn do you have mflablt to psy for your wtauster 
fqrovswvts/rsawwructfWneds? 

Part 10. fWsN= E~h~tim . 

A. Bturfk brftfty the physfat d StrUCtUrSt CadftfOm of ths usstswttr tmatunt frftfty: 

1. Dtscrlbe the cmdith of tfw ssutr systr: w8u wttr fntruian, lift *tatlaw 



Cwfllty Y: 

c. that swtraes syltm two-m ts don tht carmity hm mdsr carmfbtstfon for the next 10 yern? 

0. Hat US# th0 tmtfU1 dt8ign Lift Of tb p\Wt nd bhlt do pu klfm fs the rB{ning utfu\ \jfc 
of ths bmstwsttr tnmtamt fuflfties? 

E. Llhtt pr&[m, if my, htvt bttn txptritnctd tvtr the Last ytsr thst hsve thrtatensd trtstmt or 
cowtyanct within tht systa? 

F. Is your c-fty pressntly fnvolvsd in ford plunfng for trtatmmt f4cftfty rpgrsdfngt 

G. llow muvy dsys in the last year ylrt thtn bar-t bsckws st my point in the collectbn systr for my 
reman, exempt do&q of the lattrtl camttan? - 

w. Does yaw plot hmm a written plan for prwmtatfve dntwwut m rJw -ipat it-7 If yes, 
dncrfk. 

1. Doss this prwmntativr minterwee prow- drpict frqnncy of interwls, types of ldwiutfm and othw 
prwmtative rintansnct tasks -ry for ouh pfeco of oqJ+sntt CClrcl* Dne) Yu Ho 

J. An thne pmvwmtlw rintrvncr tasks, as vrll u wipmsnt prablms-, king mcordod ud filed so 
futwt rfnttnmct prddw can be mssessd properllr) (Cfrclt Ow) Ye no 

-a- 



K. llov w tfu kr the aprrtor-h-chrr’.e rttrdd kprtlnt of Mtwd I- oxmmsslm fntht 
1-t tm pmm-87 

1. Uut pomm of th csnttndrp dmst1srl 
ptmi ttrt 

W of th opmtor-in-chmqt mm mid for & th 
rr*mtor) 

1. Is tiwfm I wfttm polf~ wrdfm e0ntf~f~ dsotlan nd tnlnf~ toe matamtor trmtmnt plmt 
#@oyws? Wnlt mt) 

It8 Ro 

a. Dntrfb y mjor rmpafn or rdunkal Wilt rep1 8umnt that you rdr in the last ynr ad 
inch& th rpprorrfmtt cmt for thou repin. Do not inch& mior trmtmnt plant construction oc 
awrdfno progrrrr. 

0. Any addftlond cts7 <much ddftiomt ahmts if mce8Ury.) 

-9. 



Fwflfty Y: 

Point c&ul~tfal Pw 

1. fill In tht Vmlwa from p&r 1 thm 8 in tht colon klw. Add tht rubors in tht ltft colum to 
&tomjn tht #M point tots1 thst tht wstobmtor 8y8tr ha8 gsnorrttd for the prtvfous cslmbr ytgr. 

Part 1 

Part 2 

P8rt 3 

Pmt 4 

Part 5 

PIrt 6 

Part 7 

P8rt 8 

TOTAL 

points 80 points 

points 100 points 

points b0 pofnts 

points 50 points 

points 50 points 

points 50 points 

pot nts 20 points 

points 10 points 

pofnts 500 points 

2. Circle ths fscility typs thst kst dtscrfbts your pint’s troatmnt Hd disposal of tht wssttustcrs: 

Msdunlul plsnt uith surfwe wttr dfsclwgs = 
Atrstd lsgoan or stsbf liration pond or septic tank/sad f i Ittr 

ui th swfue usttr dischswe = 
Msnfut plnt wing lo& dispossl of liqufd usstes = 
Atrrtd bgoon or atsbiLirstian pond or septic tnk/ssnd filter 

wing lmd dispossl of liwid uastes = 

lkJltiplfcrtfon 
Factor 

1.00 

1.55 
l.lL 

1.60 

5. ltultiply the total points fra question #l by the ultipliution futor 
you circlad in qucrtion #2. This Is your colplinct mfntsnsnct point tottl. 

Total fra 81 
X . 

Multiplicstim 
Factor 

~OIpllsnct Haintenuut Point Totrl Rsnneq 

0 - 70 pts. - VOlW8ry um 
71 - 120 pts. - DIprrtmntrl Rec~tionRuuje 

121 - Loo pts. - Depsrtmntsl Action Range 

4. In qurtfmm 11, do tray of tht point vslws In tht ltft colon ~1 tht mxiu (right co1m-1) that 
could bs seneratod for that prticulsr qestiarl (Circle Qw) 

It8 no 

5. If the wwer to qmstion 4 is yes, provide s urittsn oxplnrtfon for this sitwtiorr in tht #put bclou. 

- 10 - 



RESOLVED tit the (City), (Village) of 

informs the Department of Natural Resources that the following actions vere 

taken by (governing body) . 

1. Reviewed the Compliance Maintenance Annual Report vhich ia attached to 

this resolution. 

2. Set forth the following 8ctions necessary to maintain effluent 

requirements contained in the WPDES Permit: 

(4 

(b) 

(cl 

(d) 

Passed by a Cmaloritv) vote of the 

on (date). 

Clerk 

F3400.130 

- 11 - 
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TEXAS 

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES 

In September 1985, the Texas Department Of Water Resources reorganized into two agencies: 

the Texas Water Development Board and the Texas Water Commission. At this time, the Texas Water 

Commission was charged with the responsibility of protecting water quality in Texas. The Texas legislature 

instructed the Texas Water Commission to create two new programs. One, the Mandatory Enforcement 

Hearing Program, is designed to identify permittees in non-compliance with their permit limits. The other, 

the 75-90% Program, is designed to identify permittees with the potential to begin violating their permit 

limits in the near future. The Texas Water Commission adopted the rule for the program, 31 Texas 

Administrative Code Chapter 305 “Consolidated Permits," on June 19, 1986 (Exhibit 1). 

The objective of the 75-90% Program is to encourage permittees to plan and construct adequate 

wastewater treatment capacity to meet existing and future needs. By ensuring that facilities have adequate 

flow capacity, the problem of hydraulic and Organic overloads which affect wastewater treatment and 

effluent quality can then be prevented. 

PLANNING PROCESS 

The Texas Water Commission planned its 75-90% Program as an expansion of ideas and programs 

already in place in the State. For example the rule which the Texas Water Commission adopted to 

initiate the program is based on rules in place near Houston at the Lake Houston Watershed to protect 

that source of drinking water from pollution from the rapid industrial growth the area experienced in the 

1970's. The Texas Water Commission decided to base its program on facility design flow because their 

permit system already requires the facilities to submit their daily average flow to the Commission on a 

monthly basis. The Texas Water Commission determined that the information generated by this 

requirement could create an efficient and inexpensive early warning system to alert facilities of the need to 

1 



plan for necessary expansion. Finally, the Texas Water Commission developed a tracking system to 

determine which facilities exceed either 75% or 90% of their design flow. The tracking system was 

developed by fine tuning existing computer programs for the mainframe database of self-reported flow 

data. 

The Texas Water Commission decided that compliance with the rule should be mandatory for all 

permitted facilities so that all the facilities receive equal treatment. currently only facilities which apply 

for and receive a waiver are exempt from the rule’s requirements. 

The Texas Water Commission encountered very few problems in planning and designing its 75- 

90% Program. 

PUBLIC OUTREACH 

Because the program is an extension of existing programs, the Texas Water Commission did not 

actively solicit the participation of the permitted facilities in program development. The regulated 

facilities and the public had the opportunity to comment on the proposed rule in the standard comment 

period. 

75-90% PROGRAM DESIGN 

The 75-90% Program is based on self-reported flow data submitted by permittees on 8 monthly 

basis. A computer program identifies those municipal facilities that exceed 75% or 90% of the permitted 

flow for three consecutive months. The resulting data is reviewed by the program coordinator who sends 

computer-generated letters to facilities nearing their maximum permitted flow (Exhibit 2). Each letter 

contains the flow data for the three months that exceed 75% or 90% of permitted flow, relevant excerpts 

from the rule, an explanation of how to comply with the rule, and an explanation of who is eligible for a 

waiver of the requirements and how to apply for one. 
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Although the Texas Water Commission acknowkdges that the self-reported flow data may not be 

entirely 8c!cumte, they bcliern that thirs pr0gtY.m has actual@ improved the quality of data that the 

Commission receives. For example, many of the facilities that have been issued a warning letter discover 

that their flow meters are incorrectly calibmtcd. owe this type of problem is resolved, the facility is able 

TV report more accurate data to the CWtmision. The Tex8s Water Chnmission does not believe 

intentional mis-reporting of data is 8 problem due to the existence of strong deterrents. 

At 75% of permitted flow, the 75-9096 Program rquires a permittee to initiate engineering and 

Bnancial phnning for cxp8nsion 8ndbr upgrading of the facility. At 90% of the permitted flow, permittees 

are required to obtain ncczssaq authorization from the Texas Water Commission to begin construction of 

the planned expansion and/or upgrade In both cases, the permittee must provide information about any 

court, Texas Water Cotnmission, or EPA order requiring expansion or upgrading of the present treatment 

fxilitic2i which the facility is curretttly under, along with projected dates for commencing construction. 

Likewise, the permittee must submit pl8IUting inform8tion 8nd anticipated dates for construction if the 

facility is pursuing any engineering and 6nandal planning for expansion and/or upgrade on its own. At 

90% of the permitted flow, the permittee must submit dates for any neceswy permit applications in 

addition to the rquirements describd 8bOvc. h both Cases, the permittee m8y be exempt from the 

rquirements if granted a waiver. 

Abcilitym8yk~KCd8wriverOftkI’q~ tsifthepianualp0puhtiontobescrwlor 

the qu88tity of rvlttt prodpoed is DOt w t0 kCeed the besign lifnit8tions of the treatment fadtity. If 

afadlityabooresto~~borrmicnr,ilpppLt~tm~reportsupportiagiudPimu,the 

aecutiwdircuorof!beTessW8tcr- &l8ppliatiM bar 8 w UlUSt iactpde: 
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l the PrOjeacd 3a-day average inflUent flow rate to the treatment plant 8t the permit expiration &te 

based on poprrlrtion pr~@tiOn, antidpated addition and/or withdrawal of industrial, commercial, 

and/or municipal users over the duration of the pcrmic 

l the 3Uday average influent S-day Biochemical Oxygen Demand and Total Suspended Solids 

concentration for each of the past 12 months; 

l the number of unauthorized discbrges @ypasses) from the sewage treatment plant for the past 

year, their estim8ted quantity and duration, and the circtmst8ncea surrounding each bypass; 

a schematic of the treatment plant showing its layout, including the dimensions and design 

capacity of each treatment unit; 

the number of excursions for the past 24 months from the permitted parameters set forth in the 

the age of the cokction system and treatment planG 

any sewer system evaluation suwcys (SSES) and/or infilurtion and Mow (VI) studies a~nductcd 

My future pkar for the apansion or rdubilitadon rndior new an~tnKSion induding 8 timetable. 

Tobe~thernirrarmrrtbein~ngmdrigradbytbediraaoroftheaRterq~~divisionofthe 

TuasWatcrcommisrioa Aw8ivcrofthereqPiremmoofthc7540%ruleisrevkwcduponthc 

cxpimtion of the aisting permit. 
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A =poluU to the worniag ktltr is Wpired within 90 days of the date of the letter. The program 

axwdinator tr8ch1 both the date of the initial letter and t&e response letter and either ensures that a 

waiver request contains the neceswy information and is approved or denied, or tracks the milestone dates 

Micated in the permittce’s response. If the program coordinator does not receive a response to the letter 

within 90 days, a second notice letter is mailed and the pmttittcc is given 30 days to rtspood. 7be 

appropriate Taas Water Commission District Of% is then notified if no response is received to a second 

letter at a facility exceexiing 75% of flow capacity. The District Office usually d&cusses this matter with 

the permit holder at their next reguiarly scheduled district inspection. If a facility exceeding 90% of flow 

capacity does not respond to a second letter, the permittee is referred to the enforcement unit with the 

request that formal enforcement action be initiated based on failure to comply with the tie. The 

enforcement unit may then call in the permittee for a meeting and place the facility under an order for 

corrective action. 

The 75-90% Program required minimal new funding. ?he State provided the salary for one full 

time employee who is responsible for trtkcking the Mtie5, sending the warning letters, and tracking the 

rupottsu. The current progrm coordinator has rpproximately tight years of experience with the Texas 

Water Commission and has spcat approximately half of that time working in tbe Wastewater Enforcement 

SCCtiOlL 
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couection system piarming or amstruction. Formal enforcement action has only been requested against 

five pm&ees for failure to comply with the ruk. ‘i%e Texas Wxer Commission is very pleased witi the 

higb rate of compliance from permit holders. 

In the first year of the program an average of twenty letters per month were sent out to facilities 

at 9096 of dcaign flow capacity (khiiit 3). ‘Ihis rate has since dropped to ltss than ten letters per month, 

although recent severe weather and flooding are expected to increase the number of facilities near their 

design flow capacity. This program is considered to be a success as a result of the decreasing number of 

warning letters and the small number of quests fur formal enforccmcut action. 

Ma.JaudferS&dutU 
chk$w~Euforcemt?ltseetion 
TauWIta- 
(Sl2) 46%82u?. 
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NEW MEXICO 

The State of New Mexico, with assistance from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 

has recently implemented a pilot program to assist communities with publicly owned treatment works 

(POTWs) to stay in compliance with their pollution discharge permits. The pilot program is called 

Improving Municipal Performances by Addressing Capacity (IMPAC) and was started at the end of 1989. 

This case study will provide some insights into the process used to plan and coordinate the program, the 

components of the program, and resources needed to implement the program. 

PLANNING PROCESS 

As the result of a number of factors, New Mexico had identified a major shortfall in available 

financing for POTW needs in the years 1995-2000. During these years, nearly all of the POTWs in the 

State will reach the end of their design lives. As POTWs reach this point, communities will be in need of 

several hundred million dollars to upgrade these facilities. Construction grants from the Federal 

government, which have been the principal source of funding for POTW construction, will be phased out 

by then and State loan repayments will still be too small to make up the shortfall. 

New Mexico’s Environmental Improvement Division (EID) and EPA began working together in 

mid-1989 to develop a pilot program that would help avert this problem. EPA was aware of a program 

designed by the State of Wisconsin to extend the design life of POTWs (for further information, see 

Wisconsin’s case study). Using Wisconsin's Compliance Maintenance program as a model, EID and EPA 

developed New Mexico’s IMPAC program. At this time, the IMPAC program is a pilot program, and no 

decision has been made yet on whether to make it a permanent program. 
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The goals of IMPAC are to: 

• protect the Federal, State, and local governments’ investment of approximately $450 

million in the State’s POTWs; and 

• protect public health, and ground and surface water quality through assisting communities 

with planning for long-term compliance with discharge permit requirements. 

To achieve these goals, EID developed the following four objectives of the MAC program: 

• identify facilities that are approaching their treatment capacity; 

• initiate planning modifications or additions necessary to maintain compliance; 

• increase the useful life of POTWs by identifying and correcting performance limiting 

factors; and 

• minimize municipal funds necessary to maintain POTW permit compliance. 

The State did not need to seek new legislation for the program for a number of reasons. First, 

IMPAC is only a pilot program. Second, the State did not need any new enforcement authority since 

IMPAC is purely a voluntary program. Third, EID sees its role under the program as consistent with its 

other missions. 

A critical of the planning process involved gathering officials from EID and EPA to develop 

the State’s program. Staff from both agencies gathered to formulate a plan and develop the components 
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of IMPAC ED’s Surfscc Water @ality Bureau assigned the lead role for formulating IMPAC to chefi 

Wastewater consvuai~n section. ‘The Bureau Chief of this section gathered his staff as well as Bureau 

Chiefs and staff from the Facility Operations section, which is responsible for providing technical 

assistancx to communities, and the Surface Water Section, which is responsible for administering the 

State’s NPDES program ?he Wastewater Construction section also invited a representative of New 

Mexico State University’s Utility Operator Training Program to participate. The Utility Operator Training 

Program provides on-site technical assistance to POTW operators at no charge, and is often requested by 

Em to intervene in casts where the State feels its presence may exacerbate the situation. 

These State officials, tOget& with EPA regional staff, rev&d the questionnaire that Wisconsin 

developed to identify the performance and operating condition of its POTWs (Exhibit I). New Mexico, 

like Wisconsin, planned to use the questionnaire as an early warning system to gather information and 

screen those POTWs most in need of assistance. State ofi&&, with assistance from EPA, also developed 

a schedule for implementing the progranl and planned a strategy to communicate the IMPAC program to 

communities with POTWS. 

PUILIC OUTREACE 

EID felt that an informal, penolulized public outreach strategy was the best way to inform the 

relative!y few mtnmunities in the State with PO’IWs about the IMPAC program The State organized a 

oneday workshop oa the progratn rob bdd them in dour sepuate regions of the State to acuxnmodate 

community ofwak. -fbe sute sat oil& ktun of inviutiol% 8ddrasd to the mayors of approximately 75 

ccm~unitics u@g than or the citp s or public works dfreaor, along with their POTW’s chief 

operatortoattcndoneoft&Ivorbbap AkHt,gwithtbelenerofinvitation,EIDalsosenttheIMPAC 

qucstbumire soliciting paform8Dce 8d oper8tion infomution on tbe community% POTW, 
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In addition TV inviting immunity 0ffici8h, EID also invited the Municipal League, an association 

that rcpruents the OOtBnltitiU in the State, to the WOrkhOp. This was done in an effort to gather the 

League’s support for IMPAC and to use its influenza with the communities to encourage their 

participation with the program. EID also &seminatCd information about WAC and the workshops 

through New Mexico State Universit~3 Utility Opaatar Trbing Program’s newsletter in an effort to 

further target plant operators and elected community oiWals. 

Since participation in the WAC program as well as the workhop is voluntary, the State 

encouraged attendance at the workhops by informing community officials in their invitation letters that all 

municipal officials that attend the workhop will rective, free of charge, a set of POTW operations 

manuals valued at over SloO. EID also followed up the kttcrs of invitation with phone calls to those 

communities that had not yet responded. EID made a point to inform communities that information 

obtained from the questionnaire would not be used in any new enforcement actions that would not have 

been taken without that information. This was done to calm any fears that may have kept community 

officials from attending the workhops. 

At the workhops EID and EPA explained the goals and the apected results of the IMpAC 

program and discwed the suwusu of the W~min program. EID and EPA then facilitated a 

discussjOn period which 8lhwed the amununity ofBd8ls to uk qttations and give feedback. Afttr the 

gener8l pruent8tions, EID wdkus the wmtMnity omdak through ach step of the questionnaire The 

armmpnityo~rrere~robrhytbewarurgindormrtion~tbthemroarmpktethe 

qpestionnrire,botEID~~iEsdrubr#srnihbleaoprovide~~~g~~tion. The 

workshop then amtimed m bng m community oflbk soqht 8sWancc in ccmpkthg the questionnaire. 

4 



IMPAC PROGRAM DESIGN 

As mentioned above, the lMPAC Program is a wluntary program for municipalities. The State 

cannot force communiti~ to submit any additional information on the performance of their POWs. EID 

uses the voluntary aspect of the program as a selling point, encouraging community participation without 

me threat of retribution. EID is confident that its Iongstandiag and intimate knowledge of all the 

poT$vs’ ope&om will compensate for the lack of mandatory participation ia t&e program. 

The major component of the program is the questionnaire distributed to axnmunities (Exhibit I). 

The questionnaire acts as an early warning system, gathering information from oommunity officials on 

performance trends and the physical conditions of their PO7’Ws. The purpose of the questionnaire is to 

provide EID with read@ rWievabk data, in a centralized data sourn, on a variety of indicators of 

conditions at POTWs. These indicators cover a number of items including: 

l monthly figures on infhmt flows and BOD loadings; 

l effluent quality (c.& mgB of nitrate-nitrogen); 

l age of the POTWs and type of treatment metho& 



0 handal statps; and 

l subjective questions on POTWs’ conditions and plans for improvements. 

The State ask POTW officials through the questionnaire to compare their data on influent flow 

and BOD loading to the levels the plant was designed to handle and to compare their effluent quality 

data to the limits spwifred in the plants’ discharge permits. The questionnaire generates point totals for 

the number of awedances of these indicators as well as point totals for responses to the other indicator 

questions. Generally, POTWs with higher overall point totals have more serious performance and 

operation problems than POTWs with lower points. EID uses the point totals and other data obtained 

from the questionnaire to identifv wmmunities with POTWs that need special attention. 

The State borrowed many of the indicators that it uses in the questionnaire from Wiswnsin‘s 

Compliance‘Maintenance pwgram. EPA encouraged the State to use Wisconsin’s indicators where 

appropriate. The State wncurred, feeling that these indicators provided the best representation of the 

engineering and Bnancial performance of POTWs. The State also used the efflucat quality indicators since 

these track with the water quality indicators used in the discharge permits. This allows the State to 

inauporate POTWs’ wmpliancc records into the screening process. ED revised some indicators from 

Wiswnsin’s questionnaire based on axditions specific to New Mcxiw, and also debated and changed the 

relative weighting that various indicators have on tbc ovtnu point total. 
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in addition to a high point total on the questionnaire, the panel added criteria that considered whether 

wmmunitics were already under an enforcement action or if they were currentky seeking construction 

loans. Since the MAC program is a pilot study, the State also developed criteria that communities 

selected for further assistance must be representative of other communities and that State assistance will 

be targeted where it will produce the greatest benefits. 

Based on this criteria, the State and EPA are working with four of the approximately 40 

wmmunities that returned questionnaires to help them improve the performance and operation of their 

POT!%. The State notified these wmmunitiu with a summary of the data received from the LMPAC 

questionnaire as well as a letter informing the wmnunity of the problems with their POTW. EID and 

EPA perso~el met with officials of these four communities, toured the POTWs, and discussed what 

assistance the wmmunity wanted. State assistance will be customi& to the sp&fic set of circumstances 

at a POTW. Assistance can sly widely, ranging from additional operator training, to the development of 

better diagnostic tests to improve plant operating efficiency, to overseeing equipment replawment or 

facility expansion. State assistanw wuld also involve the financial operations of the facility including help 

with restructuring user rates, establishing equipment replacement funds, or establishing debt service funds. 

For those communities that the State did not identify as having potential wmpiiance problems, the State 

sent a sumntaty of the data from the IMF’AC questionnaire and a letter contimting their POWs 

satisfactory performance. 
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&mu@ funds avail&k [ram scaions 106 and 104(g) of the Ckan Water Act. Communities can wnma 

&her tie State or NW Maico State University for assistance or the State may contact a community 

directly- 

Another program that IMPAC is drawing on is the POTW operator training and ctrtification 

program. New Mexico State law requires POTW operators to receive training and pass ccrtifrcation 

examinations. The Surface Water QuaLity Bureau’s Municipal Facilities section, in conjunction with the 

Utility Operators Association and New Mcxiw State University’s Utility Operator Training Program, 

conducts operator training classes. After taking these classes, POTW operators must pass certification 

exatthations administered by the State. 

The State also incorporates water monitoring reports, rquired under other programs, into the 

DAPAC program. The Ckan Water Act requires POTW operators to submit discharge monitoring reports 

on effluent quality. New Mexiw also has a mandatory ground-water pollution discharge program that 

State officials see as similar in concept to a MWPP program Under the ground-water program, the State 

rquircs all dischargers to file routine ground-water quality monitoring reports Tire State also issues 

ground-water pennits that limit effluent w The State uses both the surfaw water as well as the 

ground-water monitoring reports as early wanting systems to detect potential problems. ED3 District 

Of6ces regularly respond to such probkms with on-site visits to discuss possible remedies with dischargers, 

including PCYIW opetitors The State has the authority under both the Qcur Water Act and its ground- 

WUprognmtOMohte cr&wmentraiomsagatnst~whoviolatethtirpermitUmia. 
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activities under Section 106, and funds from the State revolving fund. The State also provides its own 

funds, matching the Section 106 grants. 

State officials estimated that it would take personnel resources quivalent to approximately 1 f-au 

the employee to plan and administer the IMPAC program for the first year. Planning the program 

rquw the time of five staff members for 13 full days, plus approhnately 25 percent of the time of orie 

other staff person. 

The expertise of the staff members required to plan and administer the MPAC program wvercd a 

variety of disciplines. Personnel included staff members from the enforcement section, the wastewater 

treatment operations section, the amstruction grants section, a sanitary engineer, a technical assistance 

specialist from a district office, and a Bureau Chief to coordinate the State’s efforts. 

The State currently provides the resources by diverting personnel away from their normal 

responsibilities. ‘he State is considering, however, hiring a new staff member dedicated solely to MAC 

if this pilot program is made a permanent program. This A4PAC Coordinator would be responsible for 

the day-today administration of the program. He or she would wordinatc the State’s technical assistance 

activities for those wmmunitics whaae POTWs were singled out by the program. The State is also 

considering administering the wmmunity questionnaire OXICC a year. If that is the case, the WAC 

Coordinator would also be rcaponsibk for disseminating, wlkuing, and rcvkwing tbcac quutionnaires. 
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system. Offidah are still wnsidering whether to develop this program into a permanent program. If they 

de&e to make IMPAC a permanent program, officials will reevaluate the need for a data base 

management system at that time 

IbllhlWh~SiSWOS 
Chid, Surface Water Qdity Barem 
Emlronmcorrlloly t- 
State of Nm Mexico 
aQ5-827.2792 
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EXHIBIT1 



MUNICfpAI, WATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM 

Improving Municipal Performance by Addressing Capacity 

NEW MEXICO IMPAC QUESTIONNAIRE 

SUBMITTED BY : 

MUNICIPALITY : **-*****-******-*******--***I**- 

CONTACT PERSON : ******L~*WI***************~~~*~ 
WNICIPAL 0mcrAL 

CHIEF OPERATOR : -__,*-**IIIII*- 
PIAXE 

TabEPffOrm #: .-*-***I- 

DATE: -mm- *****- 
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Mew Mexico WAC Ouest!onnaire 

l Imgrovfng Hun!c!gal Pcrfomncc by Addressing Capacity 

Part 1. ItFLUENT LomINGf/FLw 

A. list the dverage monthly volumtffc flows 
during the last CdltndAr yerr. 

mlth 

7988 July 

August 

Stptmber 

October 

November 

DWmbW 

1989 Jmurq 

February 

Match 

Apt1 1 

M8Y 

June 

Cal. I 
AvttAgt Uonth~y 
In fluent Fl by 

WGD 1 

Cal. 2 
hwtgt l’bnthly 

Influent 8005 
concenttrtjoni 

tqI/11 

Cal. 3 
Est imtta Avera? 

Influent Loaa:r 
BDD~ loraingr 

bounds utf day 

- Estlrrted 600 
3 

lodfq l AVG MoMhly Flow (neD) x AYO Mnthly 1005 conctnttrtton 
(in mg/l) x 8. 4. 



0. 

c. 

0. 

E. 

F. 

G. 

2 

List the tvttagt dcsfpn f!bw irnd avttage 8005 10adln9f fat your facility :n tnc old! 

beI m. If you art not ah3ft at thtst dtsiqn qurntittts, ctfcr t0 yout ogn mftusl. 

Derdgn Ctittrfr: 

90% of the Design Crfttria: 

How many tfmr did the monthly flar (Cal. 
(Cl tcl t the appropri ate nunbe?) 

1) t0 the WTP t%Cetd 901 design tl QU? 

O-4 l 0 points; 5 of more = 5 pofnts 

How many tfmes did the monthly flaw fcol. 1) to fht UUTP txcttd tht design n-7 
(Circle the appropriate number) 

0 = 0 potnts; l-2 l 5 potnts; 3-4 l 10 points; 
5 or more l 15 pofnts 

How many tfmes did the monthly BllD5 lordfng (Cal. 3) to the UUTP excttd 90% of the 
design lordlng? (Cftclt the appropriate ntmbtr) 

D-1 . 0 points; 24 m 5 gointr; 5 or more = 1n points 

HOW many tfmrs dfd the monthly BOD5 loading (Col. 3) to the UNTO exceed the design 
1 ordt ng? (Cfrcle the appropriate ntmbar) 

0 l 0 points; 1 l 10 points; 2 9 20 points: 
3 l 30 points; 4 = 40 points; 5 of mote = 50 points 

Abd together each pafnt value you cttcled fat C thtough F and place tht sm in 
the blank below. 

C points m 

0 pofntr = 

E potnts l 

F polntr 9 

TOTAL POIMT VALIE Fm PM 1 

Enter tntr value on the godnt c8lculrtlon trbh 011 the lut p8ga0 



P&-t 2: EFFLUEICI OUALITY/PLAnt PERFORMANCE 

4, Far the ptrmitted pnrmlefrrs, 
loading ptaduccd hy yout 

lfrt the average mpthly rfflutrrt concentration and 
f&Cfjity dut!ng the last Caltfldd? yea?. Dis?tgatd dv C;i-&W 

which d?t not dDpliCdble t0 yOW W.qit. 
iitxgcn (rlH3-H) of 

Cfttlt uMthC? YOU art mCdfu?inq hmnont a 
nitrate ni ttogtn (NO3-N). 

(1) Concentration 

Yonth 
9005 

(mg/l 1 

PtH3-n Total Fccdl 
TSS or NO -N 

? 
Phosphorus Colifo?m 

(w/l 1 h9/ 1 Iql/l 1 (Count/lOOml) pH 2:. 

-- 

August 

Scpt ember 

October 

-- 

-- 

-- 

November -- 

DtCUl!Wt -- 

1989 Jdnudty -s 

February -- 

-- 

-- 

-- 



2. Loadlng 

VOnth Aa5 

fIbs/ddy) 

1988 July 

August 

September 

Octobat 

Novunbtt 

December 

1989 J dnudry 

February 

Apt1 1 

June 

TSS 

(1 br/ddy) 

NH3-N TOtdl Other 
of NO30N lhospnotus 

(lbS/ddyj (lbs/cldy) 



s 

fl. List the monthly average pcimit I’mits fof the facilfty in the blanks belaw. 
Cftcle whether your peimit 1fstS ammonia nittagen (NH3-N) of nitrate nfttogen 
1 'Ulj-N). 

1. Conctnttat!on 

ftC81 
Coli foo.?nl 

(count/lb0 ml) 

8005 
by/ 1) 

NHpN Total 
TSS of N03-N Phosonotus 3tbe 
hg/ 1) hg/ 11 b-g/ 1) !lis 

Permit Lfmft: 

9Ot of the Permit 
Limit: 

2. Loading 

NH 44 
aof4 TSS Of ?d 

Total 
3-N Phospnoms 

(lbr/W) (lbs/day) (1 b/day) (1 bs/day 

Pcmlt Lfmlt: 

90% of the Ptrmtt 
Limit: 

C. How many months dfd the efflWnt BOO concentration (mg/l) tv loading (\bs/day) exce 
90% of penwtt lfmits? (Clrc l the approprirte nmoer) t 

a-1 l a points; 2 l 10 points; 3 l 20 points; 4 l 30 pofnts 
5 or mOra l 40 points 

0. How many months Utd th8 l fflwnt 6005 cmcmttrtim (me/l) er lodtmr (lht/dy) 
rxceed peirri t 1 tmttst (CWclr the rpproptfrtr nlllb(Lrj 

0 l 0 points; l-2 1 S potnts; 3 or mn * 30 points 

E, HOW mny mnths did tR8 l fftwnt TSS concentration lag/l) or lordjno Ilbs/dry) 
exceed 901 Of th8 @8!Wtt ItBttSt (Ctrclcr thr qptwrne nuberl 

0-l l 0 p0lnts; 2 9 10 points; 3 l 20 pofnts; 4 * 30 paints; 
5 or mote l 40 p0trrtS 

F. H- my months dfd the ef(1wnt TSS cOncmt?rttolr (q/r) Or tOti$W (lbr/dry) 
l xce8d perwe ltmttr? (cl.%18 the rpOtoP-te m 

0 l 0 points: l-2 l 5 points; 3 of non 8 30 points 
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Wow many WWU did tht efflui?nt Atmnon+a-N!ttogcn of %fttat* wttogen ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
(mg/l) of lo*ing (lb/day) exceed 90% of tr\t pernit limits? 
a~proptt ate nwblrr ) 

rc; rc1e-f*e 

0-t = a points; 2 8 10 pofntr; 3 * 20 pofnts; 4 = 30 OO:n:s‘ 
5 of more * 40 points 

Wow many months ,:d the tfflutnt hmtia=Nfttogrn or Nittatc-Nitrogen IWt exceta 
gtrmit 1 imits? (Cfrclc the rpprapriatt nmbetr) 

Mu many months did tht tfflutnt ftCt\ c6lff0% cmctnttation txcctc! permit 
1 i?Rits? t CftClt tht aPprO$Vidtt fUJntM!r) 

a potnts; 14 8 5 points; 3 or mtt = 30 paints 

Haw many 
Itbs/day ) 

manths dfd tht tffhtnt Phos~hwus conctntration (mg/l) 07 loading 
txcttd 901 of the prf’tttt lfm+tJ? fcftc'lt tht qpropri ate nunbet) 

a4 = 0 pdntt; 2 9 10 points; 3 = 20 pofnts; 4 = 30 points 
5 or mrt l 40 polntt 

0 8 0 points; l-2 * 5 paints; 3 of more = 30 Points 

Yaw many months dtd tht tfftutnt fecal COlffb31 conctntfatfon exctw 901 of the 
gc'*nit limits? (Cfrcla tht qwroptiatt mmbtr) 

0.1 8 a goifm; 2 1 ID points; 3 . 20 points; Q = 30 po:nr,s 
S at mart = 40 points 

Mu mtny months did tht efflum ~h0sphofvs cunctntratfbn (mg/l) or loading fl bsicay 
txcttd prnntt lfnrftt? (Cfrclt tht rpproptirtt nURbtr) 

0 m 0 points; l-2 l 5 potntt; 3 or mart l 30 points 

&Id each point valve circled for C through 1 and plrcr fn tht blrnk btlm. 

C points l 6 points 8 K potnts m 

0 paints l H potnts 1 1 points - 

E points l 

f pofntt 8 

I potnts l 
3 paint3 l 

Enter thfs value on tbr pofnt crlculrtton table on th8 lrst pap*. 
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Pa.- 3: AGE OF THE YASTEUATER WATMENT FACILITIES 

.A. Mat year W&S the w&stlwltCf' trerfmcnt plant cbnSt?ucted or last major expansion ~0 

increase the hydtrdic capacity of the plant cmplcted. 

1989 - (Answer to A. ) = Aga In years 

1989 - 8 Years 

Enter Age in Part C., betar, 

8. Check the type of tthrtment Yaci Ilty that is mployed: 

Facto? 

*chmicrl Tterment Plant 2.0 

Aerated Lagoon 1.5 

Strbilftrtlon Pond 

Other (Specffy) - 

C. Multiply the factor ?lrtea next to the typo of the ficflfty your camunity mploys 
by the age of your frrcflfty to deternine tha total point value of W-t 3: 

TOTAL POfNf VALLE FaR PART 3 . 
TFm x nm- 8 

Entet thts vrlrr or 40, r)rtch ever ft less, on the point crlculrtton table on the 
lrst page. 
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Dart 4: RYPASSING FROn TRIRUTARY SEKRAGE j'fSTEM(S) 

A. How many times in the last yeat wdS thetc d bypdSS of ovetflow of untreated W1stW2kc 
citnct at the treatment plant of wi thfn the collection system due to clcdvy -3:n 2' 
snowmel t? (Cfrclc One) 

0 a 0 points 1 . 5 points; 2 = 10 Points; 3 = 15 DO:ntS; 
4 = 30 points 5 of mote 8 50 ooi nts 

B. Specify now may of the bypasses of 
tfeatment plant. 

overflows were within the collect!on system zf 

Collection Systm Treatment Plant 

c. claw many days in the last yea? was there d byplst or overflow of untttrtcd wagtewati 
due to l quipnant faflure.cithV as-me t 
collectinn svst,an? (Cfrcle One) 

-atment 01 ant of due to oump ptoe,l~~ :n :' 

0 0 points; 1 l 5 Points; 2 = 10 points; 3 = 15 points 
4 = 30 points; 5 or mote l 50 pints 

0. Specify hbw many of the bypasses or ovetflars Mre withln the collection system ~jr 
at the treatment plant. 

Collcctfon systm Treatment plant 

E. Specify whether the bypasses c8ne from the city or village sewr system or frm 
contract ot tributary cmmunitfes/sanitay dist?tcts, etc. 

TOTAL POINT VAL\IE FQR PART 4 I 

Enter this vaiue on the point crlculrtion table on the last page. 
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PART 5: ULTIMATE DISPOSfTION OF SLUDGE 

A. Hat ;s f!nal dispositfon of sludge from your tfeatment plant? 

If sludge is not land applied, go to Part 6. 

8. [I land appl fed, fs there plant cover on the site? 

Yes (Cap1 ete questjon Co 1 

NO (Complete qucstfon 0.) 

C. What type of cover is on the rltr? 

Crops cmsmed by anfnrlr whose products are consumed by Mdns. 
- (Complete Ouestton 0.) 

Crops that are dftectly consrred by humans. 
- (Complete Ouestfon E.) 

Neither df?#ctly nor fndlrectly CO~SIIUW by hmans. 
- (Complete Owstion 0.) 

0. Does your treatment plant hav8 the cgrblllty of ametIng the sludge disposal reuuft~ 
mnts of 40 CFR Part 257 @pendtx II for providtng Processes to Sfgnfflcantly QeducP 
Pathogms (PSRP)? 

ves . . . . . ..C.O points 
-rn . . . . . . . . . SO pofntr 

mat process fs usdl 

Go to question F. 



Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . ..n Points 

NO .***.***.**.*** so Points 

whrt Qrocess is Ufeu? 

Yes l ..r****,C*.*. 0 Points 

No .*.*.*.**..*.** 50 Paints 

T2TAL POlM YAlUE FOR PART 5 I 
-/ 

Enter this value on the point crlcotrtton table on t)nl last page, 
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A. OO~S your facilfty have rcctss to Sufficient Iand disposal sites fat: 
(Circle the apptopriate point total ) 

3 Of more years = 0 points 

24-e months * 10 points 

12-23 months l 20 points 

6-12 months 8 30 points 

tcss than 6 months 0 50 potnts 

B. If dfq?oSrl hy a landfIll, is the 1 andfill rcgi stared and has a Groundwattt Oiscnatq 
Plan been submitted? 

YCS ....... . points 

No ..... ..5 0 pofnts 

TOTAL PO1 NT VALUE FOR PART 6 

Enter this value on the point cllculrtion table on the last page. 
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Part 7: NEW DEVflUPHENT 

4. PIrae ptovfda the followfng infORWt1On fO? the total of all sew@? I!nc extenSf_onr 
watch mtr installed dWtng the last Cajenda? year, 

bestgn Populrtton: Oesfgn Flow: He0 ksi qn 8005: 

8. Was an industry (or other Uevelopmrnt) moved !ntO the Community Of expanded proax: 
in the past ya8P, such that either flow Or pollutant loadings to the rmerge system 
bdere significantly Increarecl (1012O%)t (Cftc1e One) 

No = 0 pofnts; Yes l 15 points 

c. IS there any major developmfit (fndusttfal, cmwrcial, or residential) anticipated 
in tne nut 2-3 years, such th8t afther flow of pollutant loadings to the scwcltaqe 
systm COULD signtffcmtly increme {Ctrcle One) 

No l 0 potnts; Yes l 15 points 

0. Ad8 the pofnt vrlues.cfrcled In 8 md C and enter the SUB beluu. 

TOTAL POfHT VALUE FUR PART 7 I I 
I I 

Enter fhts value on the point calculation table on the last prgr. 



PART 6: OPERATOR CERTIffCAtION AND TRAINING 

(Refwencr: New tiXiC0 uatef Ouatity COntro\ Cmiss!on Regu]atiQn dS 
mended Nov~bet 25, 1988, Edit 1, Section qD7,) 

4. Responsible petson-in-chafge of opetrtion pc” shift. 

SWIFT: 

NAME: TELEPHONE Y: 

CERTIFICATION 1: CEVE L: 

LEVEL Of CERtIFStAflON REWIRED 
SHIFT: 

NAnE : TELEPHONE 1,: 

CERTIFICATION I: LEVEL 

LEVEL (3 CERTIFSCATION REQUIRED 

SHIFT: 

NAME :' TELEPHONE #: 

CERtIFICAtlON I: LEVEL 

LEVEL M 

B. Opcrrtions and ?48fntm&nce Staff. 

NAM : TSTtE: 

CERlIFfCATl0N REQUIRED 

CERtIFfCATfON 
LEVEL 1 NUUBER 

TRASNIVG 
CREDITS ! 
36 MONTH5 



c. Strff?ng identiffcij !n O&M.Manucrl. 

0. 

'YPf/TITLE: NUneER OF EACH 

TOTAL 

CtmENTS: 

Points determtn8tion for oprtator cettfffcatton and ttrinfng. 
Circle the rpptoptirtr point totals 8810~. 

I. Certfficatton level for tesponrfble persons in charge: 

Meets or exceeds required 1 eve1 . = 0 

Belm rtqutM level. - 30 

b. Ttalning crtittr for 1 ast 36 months: 

All staff h8s 1 30 credtts l 0 

51 stiff < 30 credtts 
but al 1 str7f ha 2 10 credits 8 15 

on8 or mra staff Ra-- 2 10 pofnts 8 30 

CO Strfmg for nrta8tw trolment systa: 
Eturlr or l %coods OBM M8lMJal recamendlttm 

No o&M Umurl 

l 0 

. 30 

l 60 

d. TOTAL POINT VALUf FIR PART 8 

Enter thts value on the point crlculrtfon trblo on the last p8ge. 



PART 9: FINANCIAL STATUS 

4. L!st your rnnurl OhU costs, ttPlK@WW?t COStS, atbt StrvfCt Costs, training cysts 
irnd fwenue for wastawttf and debt sttvice. 

Annual Colt 

oan: f 

Rep1 acement: f 

Ocbt Servtce: S 

fr8ining: I 

u8stewrter Revrnur: S 

Debt Servfcc Revenue: S 

R. An the funds fo? w8stmatbt treatment t8cilttfes reparatc frm other tanarnity 

tunds? Zf no, txphfn. 

c. Ate rll usws or usar clrssrs Ch8rged brsed on the proporttanrtc share? 

(Cf rcle One) Yes HO 

If not, rrhy not? 

D. Are the equiplwnt tlphCaW!t funds tn I segfeg8ted account? (Cttcle One) Yes Yc 

(Qufprrnt teplrcmt, such as aotoft, p-8 krrtngr etc., for the us*ful lift 
of the treatmnt tKffitY). 

Equl mnt Replacaent Fund 

t Date: 

+% 

-s 

t 08te: 

E. 

B@@nrtng Ralue: 

Addit1abs: 

Dts&um~s: 

Elang Balrmr: 

Hat financtrl rer0urc8r do pu km rvrflrbla to oay for put uestewater !nqrovant 
rrcmst.?UCtfm needs? (mcludlng fwttna mdntenrrrce replac~ftt memfoned In 0 

8bOve ) 
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PAR' 10: WLIECTIVE EYALUATIQI. 

A. 

3. 

c. 

D. 

E. 

hSct!bt bt!etly tht phySical &nd Sttuctutal conditions of the tttamnt fac;lj:+ec 

Oesc?;be the condittons of the coltectton/conveyrnct system includ!ng lift stat;ans 
{i.e. age of 34mets. fnffltrrtlon/tnflou etc.) 

What smtrge systm improvments does the eanmrnfty h8ve under consider8tiom fat 

next 10 years? 

H8t was the thao,retfcal des;;;b 1 ffe of the plant rnd uhat 80 you believe is the 

remrining useful lffe of the wastewater trumnt frcilftIes? 

Ul8t prablrc;, if any, hm b@w! l xpcftncod over the last yew that hrve t?rtattntU 

collectfon or tnrtrnt of wstuater 
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F. IS yOUr Cmntty pretently fnvolvtd In fOna1 planning for treamnt facility 

uggrrdtng? If yes, desertbe: 

G, How many t?#?es fn ?he Iart yerr were the.% overflow of bxkups dt my paint ;rr tne 
collrctfon system for 8ny fh8son, except clogging of the service lateral connect!on? 

H. Does your trtrbnent syrtam h8ve a written operrtton rnd maintmrnce ptogra including 
a preventive mrtntenrnce progrm on mrjor tqutpnnt item 8n6 sewer collection 

syrtrm? (Circle one) Yes. No. If yes, describe: 

I. Does this prwenttve mafntenrnce progru depict frquency of intervals, types of 
?ubrt crtt on, types of rep&$? 8nd other prrventt ve mrintenrno tasks necessary fat 

ercti piece of equtperrt or l rch section of srrnr? (C!tcle one) Yes No 

J. Are these preventive uintefWnce trrks, 8s ~11 u -1-t problcrnr, being 
recorded and fflrd So futu?er8fntm8c8 p?Obta cm k assessed ptmerly? 

(Circle one) Ye% n0 

K. H# nary thus hm ttw OpWrtor-fn-chrrge attended the State of ?Irv Mexico 

centflcatloa uu ruttom In the 18rt tuo yern? the% 

L, biha portjon of the cattlmlng eduattm expenses of the opWrtOr-in-Ch8rg@ were Prid 

for by the petittee (UdCfPllfty) ? @ the operrtor? 

I &?w percentme of the w(lstlultter budget fs dadlcrted for trrtntm? 
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y* Is the% d written pOlfCy encouraging continuing tducat;on and trajnjng fat wastewac 

ttcatmenf plant employees? (CfrCb the) Yes No 

Explain Policy: 

N. Descrfbe any maJor teprirs of mchanicrl equ!pment tcplacament that you made ;q C.FW 
last year rnd include the approximate cost for those repairs. Do not !nclude maJo- 
tteatment plant construction or upgtadt ng pragrm. 

0. Any additional camnnts? (Attach rddftfonrl sheets if necessary.) 
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POINT CAUULATION TABLE 

Ffll fn the Values fmm parts 1 thtOu# 8 fn the column balm. Add the nmets 
in the left column to deternine the MQAC oofnt total that the ~astet,~ater syrtrJn 
has generated tot the prwfous crlendrr year. 

Actual V81 ues 

Pan 1 

Pert 2 

Put 3 

Pert 4 

Part s 

Part 6 

Plct 7 

~8% a 

points 

potnts 

POilSS 

points 

points 

pdnts 

pet tits 

points 

nrxtmum Possible 

80 points 

350 points 

40 potnts 

100 points 

lso potnts 

loo points 

30 pQtnts 

120 points 

970 points 


